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we decide an opportunity to have their 
say. We know the business community, 
for example, seems to be comfortable 
with the 301 process, because they 
know what to expect and when to ex-
pect it. We look forward to hearing 
from them. There are others out in our 
country who feel the United States is, 
after all, the beacon of freedom in the 
world and we should express ourselves 
about policies in other countries with 
which we disagree, and we want to hear 
from them, Mr. President, as well. 

It is the intention of Senator BIDEN 
and myself to meet the September 1 
deadline that the leadership has given 
us. I want to say that we welcome the 
thoughts and comments of our col-
leagues both on and off the task force. 

Mr. President, I understand that 
time has expired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question is on the en-
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and was read the 
third time. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is, Shall the bill, as amended, 
pass? On this question, the yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON) 
and the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
KYL) are necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 98, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 190 Leg.] 
YEAS—98 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Coats 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Enzi 

Faircloth 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 

Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Hutchison Kyl 

The bill (S. 2282), as amended, was 
passed, as follows: 

S. 2282 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Agriculture 
Export Relief Act of 1998’’. 
SEC. 2. SANCTIONS EXEMPTIONS. 

(a) Section 102(b)(2)(D) of the Arms Export 
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2799aa–1(b)(2)(D)) is 
amended as follows: 

(1) In clause (ii) by striking the period and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘, or’’. 

(2) By inserting after clause (ii) the fol-
lowing new clause— 

‘‘(iii) any credit, credit guarantee or finan-
cial assistance provided by the Department 
of Agriculture to support the purchase of 
food or other agriculture commodity.’’. 

(b) Section 102(b)(2)(F) is amended by 
striking the period at the end and inserting 
‘‘which includes fertilizer.’’. 

(c) Section 102(b)(2)(D) of the Arms Export 
Control Act is further amended in clause (ii) 
by inserting after the word ‘‘to’’ the fol-
lowing words: ‘‘medicines, medical equip-
ment, and,’’. 

(d) Amounts which may be made available 
by this section 102(b)(2)(D)(iii) are designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended: Provided, 
That such amounts shall be available only to 
the extent that an official budget request 
that includes designation of the entire 
amount of the request as an emergency re-
quirement as defined in the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, 
as amended, is transmitted by the President 
to the Congress. 

(e) Any sanction imposed under section 
102(b)(2)(D) of the Arms Export Control Act 
before the date of this Act with respect only 
to the activity described in section 2(a)(2) of 
this Act shall cease to apply upon the enact-
ment of this Act. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay it on the 
table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

f 

HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS 
OF 1998 

The Senate continued with consider-
ation of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will resume consideration of S. 
1882. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1882) to reauthorize the Higher 

Education Act of 1965. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the fact that the Senate took up 
this very important issue of agricul-
tural sanctions and has acted on it. 

Now, of course, we return to the 
Higher Education Act. The managers of 
the legislation have been making 
progress. We have at least a couple of 
amendments that will still take some 
more time. I encourage Senators to 
speak briefly and just go ahead and get 
a vote on the issues that are involved. 
The plan is to stay on the Higher Edu-
cation Act until we complete it to-

night, so we will need cooperation of 
all Senators. I understand some Sen-
ators may have other events they 
would like to go to, but you can’t say, 
‘‘I want to offer amendments, but, by 
the way, I have an event I have to go 
to.’’ 

Please work with the Senator from 
Vermont and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts. This is important legislation 
that expired July 1. We need to get it 
completed so we can get it in con-
ference and get it done before we go 
out at the end of the year. I believe 
with a little cooperation, we can com-
plete this very important Higher Edu-
cation Act tonight. It is my intent for 
us to stay in until we get it done to-
night. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent the pending 
Wellstone amendment be set aside for a 
period not to exceed 20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. It is my under-
standing that an amendment will be of-
fered by Senator SANTORUM. He be-
lieves he will take 10 minutes or less. I 
know of no one that wants to speak on 
the other side. 

I ask that Senator SANTORUM be rec-
ognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
thank the chairman of the committee 
and also the ranking member, Senator 
KENNEDY, and other members of the 
working group, including Senator 
COATS and Senator DODD, for working 
with me on this amendment. It is a 
very important amendment to propri-
etary schools, career schools, who are 
doing the real lion’s share of the work 
in educating in the poor communities, 
with disadvantaged people in our soci-
ety. They are doing a great job in some 
of the toughest settings to try to make 
up the skills deficit that we have heard 
so much talk about in this country for 
the working poor and for those, in 
many cases, coming off of welfare. 

We are moving from welfare to work, 
and we are going to have to have edu-
cational institutions in poor commu-
nities, in the cities, to be able to edu-
cate the poor. As a result, I have 
worked with the working group. And I 
will send the amendment to the desk I 
am offering with Senators DEWINE and 
COVERDELL. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3114 
(Purpose: To amend the Higher Education 

Act of 1965 to improve accountability and 
reform certain programs) 
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 

SANTORUM], for himself, Mr. DEWINE and Mr. 
COVERDELL, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3114. 
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Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 466, between lines 19 and 20, insert 

the following: 
(2) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘proof 

that reasonable attempts were made’’ and in-
serting ‘‘proof that the institution was con-
tacted and other reasonable attempts were 
made’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (G), by striking ‘‘cer-
tifies to the Secretary that diligent attempts 
have been made’’ and inserting ‘‘certifies to 
the Secretary that diligent attempts, includ-
ing contact with the institution, have been 
made’’. 

On page 494, between lines 20 and 21, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 434. NOTICE TO SECRETARY AND PAYMENT 

OF LOSS. 
The third sentence of section 430(a) (20 

U.S.C. 1080(a)) is amended by inserting ‘‘the 
institution was contacted and other’’ after 
‘‘submit proof that’’. 

On page 501, between lines 14 and 15, insert 
the following: 

(d) PUBLICATION DATE.—Section 435(m)(4) 
(20 U.S.C. 1085(m)(4)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(D) The Secretary shall publish the report 
described in subparagraph (C) by September 
30 of each year.’’. 

At the end, add the following: 
SEC. ll. LIAISON FOR PROPRIETARY INSTITU-

TIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION. 
Title II of the Department of Education 

Organization Act (20 U.S.C. 3411 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 219. LIAISON FOR PROPRIETARY INSTITU-

TIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION. 
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There shall be in the 

Department a Liaison for Proprietary Insti-
tutions of Higher Education, who shall be an 
officer of the Department appointed by the 
Secretary. 

‘‘(b) APPOINTMENT.—The Secretary shall 
appoint, not later than 6 months after the 
date of enactment of the Higher Education 
Amendments of 1998 a Liaison for Propri-
etary Institutions of Higher Education who 
shall be a person who— 

‘‘(1) has attained a certificate or degree 
from a proprietary institution of higher edu-
cation; or 

‘‘(2) has been employed in a proprietary in-
stitution setting for not less than 5 years. 

‘‘(c) DUTIES.—The Liaison for Proprietary 
Institutions of Higher Education shall— 

‘‘(1) serve as the principal advisor to the 
Secretary on matters affecting proprietary 
institutions of higher education; 

‘‘(2) provide guidance to programs within 
the Department that involve functions af-
fecting proprietary institutions of higher 
education; and 

‘‘(3) work with the Federal Interagency 
Committee on Education to improve the co-
ordination of— 

‘‘(A) the outreach programs in the numer-
ous Federal departments and agencies that 
administer education and job training pro-
grams; 

‘‘(B) collaborative business and education 
partnerships; and 

‘‘(C) education programs located in, and in-
volving, rural areas.’’. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, this 
amendment does three things, all of 
which will, I believe, aid career col-
leges in proprietary skills and in their 
ability to hold down at-risk default 

rates. They are serving populations 
who, as a result of being at risk, have 
a tendency to have higher default 
rates. They want to work with the sys-
tem to be able to help hold down those 
default rates because, obviously, they 
want to stay in business and continue 
to educate. 

So the first provision that we put in 
this amendment is to require the guar-
anty agencies and lenders to contact 
institutions when they are doing skip- 
tracing of borrowers who have gone 
into default. In other words, this will 
allow the schools to be notified when 
former students of theirs are going into 
default because, in many cases, 
through their placement offices they 
know where to locate these people and 
can, in fact, aid the lending institu-
tions and guaranty agencies in bring-
ing these people back on to a payment 
schedule, to avoid default, and to keep 
the default rate low, but also to help 
the young people who are out now in 
the working environment avoid a bad 
thing on their credit. And, obviously, it 
will save the Federal Government some 
money. 

Secondly, it sets September 30 of 
each year as the deadline for the De-
partment of Education to release its 
annual default rate for schools. This 
will help schools in their planning 
process, giving more certainty in how 
to deal with potential problems they 
may have with the default rate down 
the road. 

Third, it creates a liaison position at 
the Department of Education for pro-
prietary schools, similar to the liaison 
position created several years ago for 
community colleges. Community col-
leges and proprietary schools, in many 
cases, serve similar populations. There 
have been problems in communicating, 
in getting information, and having a 
voice at the Department of Education. 
This is a mechanism for those who are 
sometimes considered somewhat of a 
‘‘stepchild’’ in the higher education 
community to get some real respon-
siveness from the Department to their 
needs and to their concerns. 

That is the sum total of the amend-
ment. I believe it will help these career 
and proprietary schools better serve an 
at-risk population that is in desperate 
need of making up a skills deficit. It 
will put them in a better position to 
keep the default rates down and im-
prove the program overall. 

Again, I thank the chairman, the 
ranking member, Senator COATS, and 
Senator DODD for working with me and 
my staff in coming up with this amend-
ment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that we have an 
immediate vote. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Well, I just need 30 
seconds, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
think these are very good suggestions 
and recommendations. I think they 

will improve the accountability in the 
important areas of recovery of debt, 
and also give better information on 
these default rates, and will help to as-
sist some of the proprietary schools. I 
think they are all very solid, good 
management recommendations that 
can make the programs more efficient. 
I thank the Senator for those initia-
tives. 

I urge that we accept the amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate? 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 3114) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3111 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, the 

pending amendment, I believe, is the 
Wellstone amendment. 

I move that we return immediately 
to the Wellstone amendment and relin-
quish any time that was available. 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
think my colleague, Senator DODD 
from Connecticut, wants to speak on 
this amendment, and Senator FORD and 
Senator MOYNIHAN are going to come 
down. I believe my colleague from 
Delaware also is going to speak. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that Matthew 
Tourville, an intern in my office, be al-
lowed to be on the floor while we de-
bate the higher education bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
will yield time to the Senator from 
Connecticut. 

Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico is recognized. 
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Rena 
Subotnik, a fellow in my office, be al-
lowed floor privileges during the pend-
ency of this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DODD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I commend 

our colleague from Minnesota for this 
amendment. I think it is a very 
thoughtful amendment, one that I 
think most Americans would feel very 
comfortable in backing and supporting. 

There was a significant debate, as we 
all recall, in this Chamber not that 
many months ago on the issue of wel-
fare reform, and the desire to have peo-
ple who collect public assistance find 
meaningful work. All of us supported 
the underlying principle of that con-
cept. There were disagreements on how 
it should be achieved and on final pas-
sage of the bill. But the underlying de-
sire to move people from welfare to 
work was certainly a laudable goal. 
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What our colleague is suggesting 

here is that a person on welfare who 
enters an educational program to learn 
skills and training—that education ex-
perience ought to be considered on a 
par with a work experience. For per-
sons acquiring skills and trying to im-
prove the quality of their life, to en-
hance their opportunities, I think that 
ought to be applauded and encouraged. 
If a person is engaged in that effort 
here, certainly that individual deserves 
our support and backing. A person who 
acquires skills is going to be a person 
who will earn that income that will 
make him or herself independent, a 
good provider at home, a better citizen. 
All of us know of the vital importance 
of education. 

I made note earlier in the day that 
we now know factually that a person 
who earns a college degree today earns 
twice the income of a person with only 
a high school diploma. That was not 
the case only a few short years ago. A 
few short years ago, with a high school 
diploma, a set of good hands and a good 
heart, you could provide for your fam-
ily, you could earn a good salary, a 
good wage, buy a home, educate your 
children, provide for their health 
needs. But today that is no longer the 
case. You have to have more education. 

In my view, if a person who has been 
on welfare, on public assistance, is en-
tering an educational opportunity, as I 
said a moment ago, then that ought to 
be supported. So I strongly urge our 
colleagues here to support the 
Wellstone amendment. If there is one 
thing that we know works to end the 
cycle of poverty, it is education. A per-
son who has those tools will be in a far 
better position to not only gain em-
ployment, but to remain employed and 
to understand and support democracy. 

I have often cited this quote, and I 
can’t resist because sitting next to me 
is our dear friend and colleague from 
West Virginia. I have often used it and 
said to my audiences in my home State 
of Connecticut that Thomas Jefferson 
understood this concept 200 years ago 
when he said in a speech—I think I 
have the quote pretty close—‘‘Any na-
tion that expects to be ignorant and 
free expects what never was and never 
can be.’’ He made those comments at 
the beginning of the 19th century. We 
are just a few short days from the end 
of the 20th century. Certainly, if it was 
true then, it is true today—that ‘‘Any 
nation that expects to be ignorant and 
free expects what never was and never 
can be.’’ 

As expensive as education is, igno-
rance is far more costly. We certainly 
know that people who are dependent on 
public assistance in most cases are peo-
ple who lack educational skills. 

To strengthen our country, to create 
opportunity to improve an individual’s 
chance to succeed in this country, I 
think the idea should be equating a 
person who is entering an educational 
process on the same footing as someone 
who is entering into a work experience. 
For those reasons, I support the 

amendment of our colleagues from 
Minnesota, and urge adoption of it by a 
strong vote in this body. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Ms. MIKULSKI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 

in support of the Wellstone amendment 
and am an enthusiastic cosponsor of it. 

I come to the Senate floor as a pro-
fessionally trained social worker. I 
have been through seven welfare re-
forms in my career, both as a social 
worker in the streets and neighbor-
hoods, and now in the corridors of the 
U.S. Senate. When we talk about re-
forming welfare, we want to make sure 
that welfare is not a way of life but 
that it is a tool to move to a better 
life. 

Over the break I sat in a room in Bal-
timore meeting with welfare mothers 
who wanted exactly to move to a bet-
ter life and who were practicing self- 
help. But the very cruel rules of gov-
ernment are going to derail their 
hopes, dreams, and practical opportuni-
ties. And what is that? They were en-
rolled in a community college pro-
gram—one in business, one as an addic-
tion counselor, and one doing 
prenursing courses to make sure they 
could get back to society and be able to 
give an income to their family. But 
they were told they had to leave the 
program. They had to leave the pro-
gram and look for work rather than 
complete the program so that they 
could have jobs that were truly self- 
supporting and sustaining. Why were 
they told that? Not because of a cal-
lous social worker. We are not callous. 
But the rules of government said you 
can get some kind of temp training. 
You can get into a training program 
where you can get some type of train-
ing that might or might not take you 
to a livable wage. 

That is not what welfare reform is all 
about. Welfare reform is to end the cul-
ture of poverty. And yet the very rules 
that we now have reinforce the culture 
of poverty. We are not giving help to 
those who want to practice self-help— 
meaning those who want to go to 
school, stay in school, and learn the 
skills for the new global economy, 
whether it is in the service field, the 
nonprofit, or the private sector. 

The Wellstone amendment allows 
States, if they so choose—I happen to 
have the type of Governor who would 
be eager to have this—to allow these 
women to be able to go into a job train-
ing program or have 2 years of higher 
education. 

There are people—there are women 
now on welfare who because of a bad 
choice in marriage actually dropped 
out of college. They might be 18 credits 
away. If we could help them finish, 
they would be able to have a job with 
benefits and be able to lead, indeed, a 
better life. 

The Wellstone amendment is not 
about new rules. It is about oppor-
tunity. The other side of the aisle, and 

this side of the aisle, has said one of 
the most important functions of gov-
ernment is to create an opportunity 
ladder. This is what the Wellstone 
amendment does. It creates an oppor-
tunity ladder that doesn’t necessarily 
take you to the top but gets you over 
the top. 

I support the Wellstone amendment. 
I want to compliment the Senator from 
Minnesota for his steadfast commit-
ment to children, but to know that for 
the children, they need a parent who 
has the best social program, which is a 
job that pays a living wage. And this is 
the best way to get one. 

I look forward to voting for the 
amendment, supporting the amend-
ment, and I look forward to seeing to it 
that those women I talked to are able 
to get on with their life while we get 
on with doing our job. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, let 
me thank my colleague from Mary-
land. She always kind of takes these 
issues from the abstract and connects 
them to people. I really thank her for 
her statement. I am very proud to have 
her support. I hope we really get a 
strong vote for this. 

Mr. President, I think my colleague 
from Kentucky is on the floor and 
wishes to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. FORD. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I rise today to speak 

in support of the Wellstone amend-
ment. I am honored to be able to add 
my name as an original cosponsor to 
this important amendment. 

Booker T. Washington wrote that 
‘‘success is to be measured not so much 
by the position one has reached in life 
as by the obstacles which one has over-
come while trying to succeed.’’ 

He might well have been talking 
about the single, uneducated parents in 
this country trying to turn their lives 
around, while ensuring their children 
grow up in a healthy, safe environ-
ment. 

Things like child care, transpor-
tation, and education, become obsta-
cles of insurmountable proportions for 
these struggling parents, putting jobs 
that can build secure futures further 
and further out of reach. 

As many of my colleagues know, I 
supported and voted for welfare reform. 
It’s been almost two years since Con-
gress rewrote our welfare laws in hopes 
of breaking the cycle of dependency 
that was trapping too many Americans 
in poverty and despair. Much good has 
come of that law, including substantial 
drops in the welfare rolls, saving states 
like Kentucky $14 million. 

But despite its good intentions, the 
new welfare law is penalizing parents 
trying to improve their chances at get-
ting good jobs. Under the new law, a 
parent must work 20 hours to continue 
receiving aid. 

That might not seem particularly on-
erous, but the law also limits these sin-
gle parents to just one year of edu-
cation before requiring them to find 
work. 
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Let me just repeat that. But the law 

also limits these single parents to just 
1 year of education before requiring 
them to find work. 

As one of Kentucky community col-
lege wrote me, ‘‘for even the best pre-
pared traditional students, our commu-
nity college programs require two 
years with a full load of course work. 
The best prepared traditional student, 
however, doesn’t represent our average 
student. With over 70 percent of our 
students testing into developmental 
English, reading or math courses, the 
extra time needed to prepare for actual 
college course work is critical to their 
success. Twelve months is inadequate 
time for a person to move from a life of 
dependence upon government assist-
ance to a life of independence and self- 
sufficiency.’’ 

For most single parents, the burden 
of going to school full-time, holding 
down a part-time job, all while trying 
to raise healthy children, will simply 
become too much, forcing them to 
choose a low-paying job with no future 
over the path to skilled, high-paying 
work. 

Leaders in my home state of Ken-
tucky, like Representative Tom Burch, 
recognized this problem. But their ef-
forts to change the policy have been 
hampered by fears that the state will 
lose critical federal funds, further 
short-changing those who need the aid 
most. 

That is why I am pleased to join in 
offering this amendment which will 
stop penalizing parents trying to im-
prove their situation. 

This amendment allows up to 24 
months of post-secondary or vocational 
education, removes the 30 percent limi-
tation on education as a work activity 
for teen parents, and clarifies that par-
ticipation in a federal work-study pro-
gram is a permissible work activity. 

In my state, nearly 4,000 parents 
could benefit directly from these 
changes. But the truth is, they’re not 
the only ones who stand to benefit. 
With the economy growing in Ken-
tucky, employers are having a harder 
time finding qualified employees. With 
good-paying jobs, these parents can 
provide a much better quality of life 
for their children, and that adds up to 
success no matter how you measure it. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
worthwhile amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that letters of support for the 
Wellstone amendment from Kentucky’s 
Secretary for Families and Children, 
Viola Miller; the Honorable Tom 
Burch; Kentuckians for the Common-
wealth; and President Deborah Floyd 
of the University of Kentucky’s 
Prestonburg Community College be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE SECRETARY FOR FAMILIES AND 
CHILDREN, COMMONWEALTH OF 
KENTUCKY, 

March 25, 1998. 
Hon. WENDELL H. FORD, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR FORD: This is to express my 
support for the amendment you and Senator 
Wellstone have proposed for S. 1133 to sup-
port education for welfare recipients. While 
we understand that the goal of welfare re-
form is for recipients to obtain employment, 
and fully support that goal, we need to ac-
knowledge that some recipients must ac-
quire skills to be employable. 

Approximately one-half of our recipients 
do not have a high school diploma or GED 
and less than one percent have any postsec-
ondary education. We want to provide assist-
ance that will not only help recipients get 
jobs, but also allow them to keep jobs and to 
advance. Thus, we support this initiative 
whether as an amendment to S. 1133 or 
through some future action. 

Sincerely, 
VIOLA P. MILLER, 

Secretary. 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

March 19, 1998. 
Senator WENDELL FORD, 
173A Russell Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR FORD. We appreciate your 
continuing interest and support of education 
for Kentucky’s low-income parents. The Gen-
eral Assembly, the Kentucky Welfare Re-
form Coalition, and Kentucky’s low-income 
parents are working hard to maintain access 
to educational opportunities. With the co-
operation of the Kentucky Cabinet for Fami-
lies and Children, progress has been made. 
Nonetheless, legislative attempts to expand 
educational opportunities are being stymied 
by the Cabinet’s fear of incurring federal 
penalties under TAN–F work requirements. 
Clearly, the Commonwealth of Kentucky 
does not want to risk losing federal funds to 
assist those most in need. 

Getting off and staying off public assist-
ance are directly linked to educational at-
tainment. The Urban Studies Institute at 
the University of Louisville recently re-
ported that 51% of a sample of discontinued 
K–TAP recipients (Kentucky’s version of 
TAN–F) have less than a 12th grade edu-
cation. The University of Kentucky reports 
that 1996 average weekly earnings of women 
with less than 12 years of education are 
$176.00, far below the federal poverty level. 
With some college, weekly earnings for Ken-
tucky women more than double to $371.00 

This session we introduced 98 HB 434 to in-
crease access to educational opportunities 
for Kentucky’s low-income parents. The seed 
for this bill grew from K–TAP recipients 
struggling to stay in school. We could only 
make small strides with this legislation 
given the Cabinet’s desire to comply with 
the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996. 

Your proposed amendment to S. 1133 to 
allow up to 24 months of post-secondary edu-
cation or vocational education, to remove 
the 30% limitation on education for teen par-
ents, and to clarify that education counts as 
a work activity will potentially help nearly 
3,700 low-income parents annually continue 
on the road to economic independence. We 
strongly endorse your support of this legisla-
tion for the people of the Commonwealth of 
Kentucky and the United States of America. 
Thank-you for the opportunity to support 
this legislation. 

Sincerely, 
TOM BURCH. 

KENTUCKIANS FOR THE COMMONWEALTH, 
Prestonsburg, KY, March 20, 1998. 

DEAR SENATOR FORD, We were thrilled to 
learn that you will co-sponsor an amend-
ment to SR 1133 to expand educational op-
portunities for welfare recipients. 

As you know, Kentuckians For The Com-
monwealth has been organizing to build sup-
port for state legislation addressing this 
issue. In fact, several members of our organi-
zation met with you in October 1995 to ex-
press concerns about access to education and 
training in the welfare reform plans being 
discussed by the Republican Congress. We 
haven’t stopped working ever since. 

We applaud your efforts and look forward 
to lending our support to this cause. 

KFTC and Kentucky Youth Advocates co- 
sponsored a series of public forums last fall 
in five locations across Kentucky. During 
these events, hundreds of low-income Ken-
tuckians, teachers, social workers and con-
cerned citizens shared their concerns about 
the impacts of welfare reform on their fami-
lies and communities. Federal restrictions 
on educational opportunities were men-
tioned more than any other issue at these 
events. (Enclosed is a short video with ex-
cerpts from people who spoke first-hand 
about the importance of education in getting 
a living wage job and leaving welfare.) 

Led by a remarkable group of low-income 
parents, KFTC worked with a coalition of 
groups to develop legislation which was 
eventually sponsored by Representative Tom 
Burch in the Kentucky General Assembly. 
HB 434 sought to prevent recipients from 
being pushed out of education and training 
due to punishing federal work requirements 
and lack of supportive services. The bill 
would have used state dollars, not federal 
TANF money, to support students in post- 
secondary education. We hoped this would 
allow student-parents some relief from the 
time clock and 20-hour work requirements 
while they got the training necessary to earn 
a living wage. 

We found a great deal of support among 
legislators, community college presidents, 
low-income Kentuckians and others for our 
effort. In fact, the original version of the bill 
was co-sponsored by 15 law-makers, includ-
ing both Democrats and Republicans. How-
ever, the administration strongly opposed 
the bill because they feared that federal pen-
alties would harm Kentucky if we made such 
a commitment to education and training. 
The ‘‘flexibility’’ states were promised under 
federal welfare reform wasn’t there. 

Our bill (HB 434) was weakened and now 
simply requires the Cabinet for Families and 
Children to fully inform recipients of their 
rights to education and to convene an advi-
sory board to examine the issues further. We 
also won a commitment from the adminis-
tration to provide child care assistance to 
TANF-eligible students who decline cash as-
sistance. This may allow some Kentuckians 
to leave welfare and get the supportive serv-
ices they need to stay in school. We’ve come 
a long way, but not far enough for the 3,700 
Kentucky parents who must, starting July 1, 
1998, work twenty or more hours in addition 
to raising their families and attending 
school full time. 

Clearly, a lasting and comprehensive solu-
tion to this problem lies at the federal level. 
Thank you for your leadership. We look for-
ward to working with you to win passage of 
this amendment. Please let us know how we 
can be actively involved in support of your 
efforts. 

Sincerely, 
SHERRI BARKER, 

Floyd County. 
DAISY JOHNSON, 

Union County. 
On behalf of Kentuckians For The Com-

monwealth. 
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PRESTONSBURG COMMUNITY COLLEGE, 

Prestonsburg, KY, March 20, 1998. 
Senator WENDELL H. FORD, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR FORD: It is with great opti-
mism that I write this letter in support of 
the Wellstone Amendment to S. 1133 on Edu-
cation as a Work Activity in the Personal 
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996. 

For many people of our region, education 
and training present them their only way to 
escape a lifetime of poverty and/or depend-
ence on public assistance. As you know, 
Prestonsburg Community College has long 
been committed to providing education op-
portunities to all citizens in the Big Sandy 
region. In our 35-year history, this commit-
ment has often meant removing obstacles 
from the paths our students take to success. 

Rather than removing obstacles, the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act actually presents a seri-
ous obstacle. 

For students at PCC and other post-sec-
ondary and vocational educational institu-
tions in the Commonwealth, this meant that 
after the twelve months had expired, each 
student had to find time in the day (1) to at-
tend classes, (2) work a minimum of 20 hours 
per week to meet the countable work activ-
ity and (3) raise the families that are the 
driving motivation behind attending school. 

For even the best-prepared traditional stu-
dents, our community college programs re-
quire two years (full load). The best prepared 
traditional student, however, does not rep-
resent our average student. With over 70 per-
cent of our students testing into develop-
mental English, reading or mathematics 
courses, the extra time needed to prepare for 
actual college course work is critical to 
their success. Twelve months is inadequate 
time for a person to move from a life of de-
pendence upon government assistance to a 
life of independence and self-sufficiency. 

The Wellstone Amendment—with its provi-
sion for up to 24 months of post-secondary or 
vocational educational opportunities—is the 
chance our students have needed since the 
passage of the original 1996 legislation. If our 
students are able to remain actively engaged 
in the educational process for a full 24 
months, they will be able to concentrate on 
their elected course of study without the 
heavy burden of meeting an additional, 
sometimes unrealistic, work requirement. 
With the completion of that course work, 
these students are far more likely to move 
into meaningful employment with opportu-
nities for advancement and success through-
out their careers. 

Thank you so much for your support of the 
Wellstone Amendment. Despite the det-
riments of the Personal Responsibility and 
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 
1996, Prestonsburg Community College has 
remained committed to helping all of our 
students successfully continue in school. The 
Amendment is an opportunity for the Senate 
to remove a roadblock that hinders the 
progress of institutions and students alike in 
their effort to produce a society of self-sus-
taining citizens. This is an opportunity to 
help not only our students, but students 
across the Commonwealth and the nation. 

Sincerely, 
DEBORAH L. FLOYD, 

President. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I have one 
other item I would like to put in the 
RECORD. It is an editorial from the Lex-
ington Herald-Leader dated July 1, 
1998. I only quote a couple of para-
graphs from that editorial. It says: 

We urge Congress to endorse such a change 
in a welfare policy that right now insists on 

work first, education later. It makes sense 
that work be the priority but not at the ex-
pense of forcing the most motivated to 
choose an entry-level job over a career track. 

It is a shame we have to pass laws to man-
date what is common sense. A better edu-
cation leads to career opportunities and 
long-term self-sufficiency. 

And they end that editorial with this 
paragraph: 

One thing we do know. In this country, 
education is the surest route out of poverty. 
And we shouldn’t close off that option by 
forcing people out of college into any old 
kind of job just so we can proclaim that we 
made the transition from welfare to work. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
editorial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

END WELFARE’S CATCH–22 
FORD-WELLSTONE BILL WOULD ALLOW MORE 

TIME FOR EDUCATION 
To address a problem, politicians often pre-

fer the grand gesture or the new proclama-
tion rather than the less glamorous work of 
just fixing what’s wrong. 

That approach was evident in the massive 
overhaul of nation’s welfare policies. Instead 
of changing the rules that actually kept fam-
ilies dependent on monthly checks, Congress 
imposed deadlines and ordered folks to ei-
ther get jobs or work for their benefits. 

Spurred by this tough-love message and 
aided by a strong economy, the welfare rolls 
have shrunk considerably in the last two 
years. Now, Congress can finally look at 
changing the rules that prevent folks from 
getting a leg up. 

Proposals by Kentucky Sen. Wendell Ford 
and Minnesota Sen. Paul Wellstone are a 
step in that direction. Their legislation 
would increase from one to two years the 
time a recipient can spend in vocational 
school or college and allow participation in a 
federal work-study program to count toward 
work requirements. 

We urge Congress to endorse such a change 
in a welfare policy that right now insists on 
work first, education later. It makes sense 
that work be the priority, but not at the ex-
pense of forcing the most motivated to 
choose an entry-level job over a career track. 

Kentucky is one of the few states that have 
agreed to count some work study toward 
work requirements. But changing the federal 
law would help ensure that the state would 
not lose federal money for doing the right 
thing. 

It’s a shame we have to pass laws to man-
date what is common sense: A better edu-
cation leads to career opportunities and 
long-term self-sufficiency. 

Yet, our national welfare policy has long 
snared poor families in a Catch-22. For exam-
ple, we bemoan single-parent families yet 
force fathers out of the homes before giving 
the families aid. We push folks to take low- 
pay, no-benefit jobs, then cut medical bene-
fits and food subsidies before they can get on 
their feet, forcing them back on the rolls. 

Over the last two years, those on welfare 
have proven that they either want to work 
or will go to work if required. Now, we may 
be ready to focus on what’s needed to help 
them become truly self-sufficient. 

One thing we do know: In this country, 
education is the surest route out of poverty. 
And we shouldn’t close off that option by 
forcing people out of college into any old 
kind of job just so we can proclaim that they 
made the transition from welfare to work. 

Mr. FORD. I don’t know how many of 
my colleagues have been to junior col-

leges in the last year. I don’t know how 
many of my colleagues have been to 
universities and colleges that have 
these types of individuals who have 
started. I go to my community college, 
and I talk to them. And this young 
lady with tears in her eyes says, ‘‘I fi-
nally am on the edge of opportunity, 
and that edge is being sharpened by 1 
year, and I have to leave education and 
go to work.’’ She said, ‘‘I cannot han-
dle a job, I cannot handle education, I 
cannot handle my children, unless you 
give me this opportunity.’’ 

I have looked into the eyes of those 
who want to do better, who can do bet-
ter, and we must give them that oppor-
tunity so they can have that better 
life. I hope that the 4,000 in my State 
have that opportunity for that second 
year of education, that opportunity to 
find that job, and that opportunity to 
make a better life for their children. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and I 
thank the chairman. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I support 
the Wellstone amendment which in-
creases from 12 to 24 months the limit 
on the amount of post-secondary edu-
cation training that a state can count 
towards meeting its work requirement 
under the new Temporary Assistance 
for Needy Families program. Under the 
old Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children program, recipients could at-
tend post-secondary education training 
for up to 24 months. I support the new 
law’s emphasis on moving recipients 
more quickly into jobs, but I am trou-
bled by the law’s restriction on post 
secondary education training, limiting 
it to 12 months. The limitation on such 
advanced training raises a number of 
concerns, not the least of which is 
whether persons may be forced into 
low-paying, short term employment 
that will lead them back onto public 
assistance because they are unable to 
support their families. 

Mr. President, a majority of my col-
leagues in the Senate has previously 
cast their vote in support of making 24 
months of post secondary education a 
permissible work activity under the 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Fami-
lies program. A year ago, on June 25, 
1997, a Levin-Jeffords amendment to 
the Senate Reconciliation bill, permit-
ting up to 24 months of post-secondary 
education, received 55 votes—falling 
five votes short of the required proce-
dural vote of 60. I would also like to 
make note of the fact that the amend-
ment had the support of the National 
Governors Association. 

Study after study indicates that 
short-term training programs raise the 
income of workers only marginally, 
while completion of at least a two-year 
associate degree has greater potential 
of breaking the cycle of poverty for re-
cipients of public assistance. According 
to the U.S. Census Bureau, the median 
earnings of adults with an associate de-
gree is 30 percent higher than adults 
with only a high school diploma or its 
recognized equivalent. 

Mr. President, I would like to share 
with my colleagues some examples of 
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jobs that an individual could prepare 
for in a two-year vocational or commu-
nity college program and the salary 
range generally applicable to the posi-
tions. One very productive specialty 
area is information technology. Grad-
uates in this area are generally hired 
immediately following or in some cases 
prior to completing their program. 

According to a recent survey of the 
American Association of Community 
Colleges, information technology pro-
grams that have exhibited the most in-
dustry and labor force growth, with an 
average starting salary of $25,500 are as 
follows: 

(1) Computer Technology/Computer 
Information Systems. 

(2) Computer Applications and Soft-
ware. 

(3) Computer Programming. 
(4) Microsoft Operating Systems. 
Other important two-year training 

programs that present opportunity for 
growth and self-sufficiency include: 
Accounting ........................ $14,000–$28,000 
Law enforcement ............... 13,500–25,000 
Dental hygiene .................. 18,000–60,000 
Resipiratory therapy/tech 21,000–32,000 
Radiology technician ........ 22,235–32,425 
Legal assistant .................. 28,630–30,000 
Child care development ..... 23,590–29,724 
Registered nurse ................ 24,400–38,135 

Additionally, Mr. President, in an ef-
fort to further improve the success of 
welfare reform, this amendment would 
remove teens from being calculated in 
the 30% cap of those involved with 
work/education activities, ensuring 
that teens complete high school while 
giving states more flexibility in design-
ing a welfare program that meets the 
needs of welfare recipients. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment because it will help us 
reach the new law’s intended goal of 
getting families permanently off of 
welfare and on to self-sufficiency. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, just 
very briefly, I hope this amendment 
will be accepted. I think in the study of 
welfare reform there are a number of 
items which are necessary to help 
move people into meaningful jobs. 
They have to have, one, by and large 
some help and assistance with child 
care; secondly, they have to have the 
health care needs of their children at-
tended to. One of the reasons people 
are on welfare is the fact that health 
care costs have depleted their re-
sources and they have ended up on wel-
fare. Third, there has to be a job avail-
able; and, fourth, there has to be some 
training or education. That is the key 
element in terms of a successful move-
ment. And taking all of those elements 
with an expanding economy, they have 
the real opportunity of promise for, I 
think, meaningful health care reform. 

I did not believe in the last welfare 
reform bill we were really addressing 
those kinds of issues and questions, 
and therefore I voted in opposition to 
that particular program. The Senator 
from Minnesota has offered, I think, a 

very important and significant amend-
ment that will really help to assist in 
terms of the medium- and long-term 
interests of those individuals who have 
the ability to gain entrance into edu-
cational institutions, obviously the 
commitment and the dedication to be 
able to do so, and I think it will make 
a major difference in terms of their 
lives. 

I think it is very commendable. I 
hope the Senate will accept it. 

Mr. ROTH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

COATS). The Senator from Delaware. 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise in 

opposition to the Wellstone amend-
ment as it will halt the momentum of 
welfare reform which has gained bipar-
tisan acclaim for reducing the welfare 
rolls by 34 percent from the peak level 
in 1994. This amendment is a step back-
wards, and it will surely invite addi-
tional means of thwarting welfare re-
form. 

The Wellstone amendment has little 
to do with education. It will weaken 
the work participation requirements 
under welfare reform for which the 
States are to be held accountable. The 
Wellstone amendment will create three 
new loopholes through which States 
will be tempted to avoid their responsi-
bility for helping families gain the 
work experience they need to achieve 
self-sufficiency. 

First, the Wellstone amendment will 
double the amount of time in voca-
tional education from 12 months to 24 
months that can be counted as meeting 
the work requirement. Second, it al-
lows postsecondary education to be 
counted as work in the same manner as 
vocational education. And, finally, it 
removes parents up to age 20 from the 
30 percent cap on the number of indi-
viduals who can be counted in edu-
cational activity. In other words, it 
will expand the number of people who 
can be in educational activities rather 
than in the workplace. This amend-
ment will significantly weaken the 
work requirements which deserve some 
of the credit for the decline in the wel-
fare rolls. And the effect of this amend-
ment is to keep individuals on welfare 
for a longer period of time. 

If this amendment passes, many 
more variations on this theme will fol-
low, and without restrictions on the 
number of individuals counted in non-
work activities, there will be no mean-
ingful work participation rates. Rais-
ing these limits is another way of un-
raveling welfare reform. 

The grave injustice of weakening the 
work requirement is that it takes the 
pressure off the States to assist the 
hardest to serve, and it also requires an 
inequity among welfare recipients. A 
person who does not have a high school 
degree must work first. Only after such 
a person has worked 20 hours a week 
does any education count toward his or 
her work requirement. But a person 
who is in postsecondary education will 
not be required to work. Under this 
amendment, college will count from 

the very beginning of the work require-
ment but reading, writing, and arith-
metic will not. One of the harshest in-
dictments of the former welfare system 
is that it shrugged its shoulders at the 
indifference to welfare dependency. It 
did nothing to help those with little 
skills and education to find the path to 
independence. 

The key to forcing the States to 
serve this most needy population is the 
work participation rate. Every time 
the work participation rate is weak-
ened, it simply makes it easier for the 
States to do nothing for those who are 
hardest to serve, and that is the effect 
of this amendment. And this we should 
not do. 

The work participation requirement 
on the States is an issue which the 
Senate has now acted upon four times 
in the past 3 years. The Senate has de-
bated this issue at length, and there is 
no demonstrated need to reopen the bi-
partisan welfare reform agreement. 
The Wellstone amendment simply does 
not belong on the higher education bill. 
Make no mistake about this amend-
ment, its purpose is not about pro-
viding education to welfare recipients; 
it will begin to unravel welfare reform. 

The picture emerging from the states 
is crystal clear: welfare reform is work-
ing and work is the key reason. In 
March 1994, a record 5.1 million fami-
lies were on the old AFDC program. 
There are now 3.4 million families re-
ceiving welfare assistance, a decline of 
34 percent. 

As the General Accounting Office 
found in its recent report to Congress 
on welfare implementation, the ‘‘work 
first’’ strategy has been a central fea-
ture of states’ efforts to shift the em-
phasis from entitlement to self-suffi-
ciency. 

This strategy is working. States and 
counties which found the education 
and training model to be unsuccessful 
in moving recipients into work and 
self-sufficiency in the past are now 
helping more families find employ-
ment. 

GAO reports that more families are 
participating in work activities than 
under the old JOBS programs and are 
able to keep more of their earnings 
while maintaining eligibility. 

Another sign of success is in growth 
in wages. Oregon is among the states 
which are following the progress of 
families that have left the welfare 
rolls. 

By matching job placements with 
data on employer-related wages, Or-
egon found that between 1993 and 1996, 
those former recipients who remained 
employed experienced a wage growth 
averaging 14 percent per year. 

The states and the families are mak-
ing progress. This is no time to change 
direction. 

This amendment is not about helping 
individuals get off welfare. 

The Wellstone amendment is about 
keeping people on welfare, even people 
who are seeking college degrees. 

Let us make it clear that federal law 
allows a person to receive welfare 
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while she is in vocational school or 
even in college. Under current law, wel-
fare recipients can participate in voca-
tional education training, job skills 
training, education directly related to 
employment, or attend school to earn a 
high school diploma or GED. All of 
these count as work activities. 

Indeed, the new welfare law allows 
states to use welfare funds to pay for 
expenses related to a person’s edu-
cation if they so choose. 

There is plenty of flexibility already 
built into the new welfare system if the 
states choose to make accommodations 
for individuals pursuing post-secondary 
education. A number of states have al-
ready created special programs to pro-
vide assistance to students while in 
college, so models are available. And, 
because of the decline in the welfare 
caseload, sanctions for failure to meet 
the work participation rate is not real-
ly an issue for all but a couple of 
states. 

From a very practical standpoint, 
the Wellstone amendment is not really 
needed. But it sends the wrong message 
at the wrong time. 

The Wellstone amendment is simply 
not needed to allow someone to pursue 
her educational training she chooses to 
advance. 

The evidence of this comes from the 
‘‘National Evaluation of Welfare to 
Work Strategies’’ which was recently 
released by the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services and the 
U.S. Department of Education. 

This study, as conducted by the Man-
power Demonstration Research Cor-
poration, tracks over 55,000 individuals 
in seven sites across the country. 

The first report examines the out-
comes of welfare recipients in Atlanta, 
Georgia, Grand Rapids, Michigan, and 
Riverside County, California. 

The studies include both individuals 
who are directed toward a ‘‘work first’’ 
approach and those who are assigned to 
educational activities. 

MDRC found that many individuals 
pursued their educational interests 
outside of the welfare programs which 
were offered. In Grand Rapids, Michi-
gan, for example, MDRC found that 
about 34 percent of those in Grand Rap-
ids ‘‘work first’’ approach reported 
they were already enrolled in an edu-
cation or training program at the point 
they were randomly assigned to a re-
search group. 

Moreover, MDRC found individuals 
were almost as likely, or more likely, 
to participate in basic education or 
college outside of the JOBS program as 
they were as part of JOBS. 

In other words, participation in basic 
education and college, was self-initi-
ated. People are going to pursue edu-
cational opportunities if they believe 
that is in their best interest. 

Mr. President, the Wellstone amend-
ment is simply another attempt to 
weaken the work participation require-
ments by excluding people from being 
counted under the cap on educational 
activities. 

Under the existing cap, no more than 
30 percent of individuals engaged in 
work may be included in the calcula-
tion of work participation rates be-
cause they are in vocational training 
or in educational activities. 

The Wellstone amendment contains 
another feature which is troubling. It 
sends a very mixed message among 
those on welfare who are the hardest to 
serve. 

In general, if an individual is going 
to college or is in a two-year voca-
tional educational program, that indi-
vidual already has two advantages 
many welfare recipients do not—aca-
demic success and some means to sup-
port the pursuit of higher education. 
For these individuals, school alone 
meets the obligation to work 20 hours 
per week. 

But if you do not have a high school 
degree, you go to work first. 

For these individuals, the state re-
ceives credit for their basic education 
only after they work 20 hours per week. 

Mr. President, we have encouraging 
studies coming in which demonstrate 
that work requirements work. 

The ‘‘National Evaluation of Welfare- 
to-Work Strategies’’ has found that in 
terms of comparing a labor force at-
tachment strategy to an education and 
training strategy, work wins. 

This study shows that an emphasis 
on employment leads to higher earn-
ings for the welfare family, is less ex-
pensive to operate, and produces higher 
savings to the taxpayers. 

So, there is evidence to suggest while 
the education approach is good, work is 
better. But just as I do not believe that 
we should re-open welfare reform to 
impose even tougher work require-
ments on the states, neither should we 
adopt the Wellstone amendment. I sim-
ply do not believe the rules should be 
changed at this point in time. 

More importantly, by weakening the 
work requirements, we risk falling 
back into the same trap of the old wel-
fare system in which it was all too easy 
for the states to do nothing for those 
who need the most assistance in find-
ing the pathway to independence. The 
Wellstone amendment turns its back 
on the hardest to serve and should be 
rejected. 

Mr. FORD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kentucky. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I am sur-

prised at the distinguished chairman of 
the Finance Committee for objecting 
to an individual having the oppor-
tunity to get an education. He ought to 
understand better than anybody in this 
Senate Chamber that education is 
power, education levels the playing 
field, education gives people an oppor-
tunity to do things that they have al-
ways wanted to do. The employers will 
be able to reach out to get individuals 
who are educated and trained. These 
people we are trying to help here want 
to get out of welfare. They want to be 
educated. They want better jobs. They 
want to take care of their children. If 

education does not belong on a higher 
education bill, I don’t understand 
where it belongs. 

The employers want better employ-
ees. Where do you get better employees 
but educated employees? Where do you 
find them today? Those who are on 
welfare, trying to get out of welfare, 
get out of Catch–22. 

We have the American Association of 
Community Colleges that endorses this 
amendment, the State Directors of Vo-
cational Technical Education Consor-
tium, Career College Association, the 
Children’s Defense Fund, Center for 
Women Policy Studies, American Asso-
ciation of University Women, the Na-
tional Coalition for Women and Girls 
in Education, the American Council on 
Education. I could go on and on, of the 
associations that endorse this amend-
ment. 

So we are saying here this is going to 
destroy the welfare program? How in 
the world are they going to buy a Roth 
IRA, if they don’t have a better job and 
have more money so they can save? 

Mr. President, I hope the distin-
guished Senator would understand we 
are trying to get them out of poverty, 
give them a good job, help the employ-
ers—and higher education is where this 
amendment belongs. I hope this doesn’t 
destroy welfare. We have a bipartisan 
effort here. These people are Demo-
crats and Republicans who have en-
dorsed this amendment. 

So I am hopeful we would not look at 
this amendment as destroying the wel-
fare reform bill that I voted for and 
that I supported. I think this is one 
place, now that it is in place, soon to 
be a 2-year anniversary, that we would 
have an opportunity to correct those 
things that we made a mistake on. 
This is one we made a mistake on. It 
belongs in the higher education bill. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New York. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 

in support of the amendment and, from 
the perspective, if I may, of someone 
who has been involved with welfare de-
pendency for a third of a century and 
more, and to make two points, not 
each of which will give complete com-
fort to either side of the debate. 

First, to say that when we began to 
recognize that a different sort of per-
son was finding herself on welfare— 
which is to say the program which 
began for widows, and was a temporary 
bridge program until survivors insur-
ance matured, as old-age insurance ma-
tured; and Francis Perkins, who pre-
sided over the creation of the Social 
Security Act, would describe the AFDC 
program, the typical recipient, as a 
West Virginia miner’s widow, someone 
who wasn’t going to work in the mines, 
this was a time of depression—this was 
a person who was left with children and 
no other source of support. We began to 
recognize that, more and more, we 
were getting younger mothers who had 
never been married, who had never had, 
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either themselves or through a spouse, 
a relationship to the workforce; and we 
began to think in terms of vocational 
education. 

Vocational education was a Federal 
program. It began in World War I with 
the idea of training persons for the ele-
mentary purposes of providing the 
skills needed at the time in war indus-
tries. That has turned out to be a prob-
lematic experiment. Too often it be-
came a way of providing jobs for teach-
ers in vocational education programs, 
and with no real cumulative effect 
upon the recipients it was designed to 
help. However, in that interval I have 
been engaged in this, 33 years, we have 
seen something quite remarkable in 
our educational system, the develop-
ment of a new level of education called 
the community college, 2 years after 
high school, to acquire some specific 
training, often in complicated tasks for 
which there is a direct job relationship. 
That is the way the community col-
leges have learned to work. They train 
you at things for which there are jobs. 

Last evening on the Jim Lehrer show 
we had a quarter hour segment of a 
community college in Austin, TX, 
where they are running short of high- 
tech computer producers and they are 
taking people in the community col-
lege there and they are teaching them 
about as advanced a degree of produc-
tion skills as you could imagine—peo-
ple who work with masks over their 
mouths lest their breath contaminate 
the infinitely complex circuitry of the 
computer chips they are making. This 
is done with the support of local indus-
tries who want those people to be em-
ployed and are in need of them and in 
a hurry for them. 

This is exactly the sort of work pro-
gram, training program, that takes 
people off welfare permanently, as 
much as you can speak so of any indi-
vidual. It puts them, not just in jobs, 
but in jobs that require high levels of 
training for which there is real demand 
in this economy. To deny that oppor-
tunity to young women because they 
have been on welfare is a form of injus-
tice as well as a self-inflicted wound on 
the society. 

This is good sense. These are good 
training programs. These are people 
who, as the Senator from Kentucky has 
observed—let them get these 2 years 
behind them, get into the workforce, 
and buy Roth IRAs—Roth IRAs. The 
more the better for the people and the 
more people with this kind of edu-
cation the more such purchases there 
will be. 

Mr. President, I do hope in the inter-
ests of good common sense and experi-
ence, that this amendment be accepted. 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
shall be brief. I am just going to sum-
marize. 

I thank my colleague. I think Sen-
ator FORD and Senator MOYNIHAN said 

it well. Mr. President, I think this is 
eminently reasonable. I want to be 
clear one more time, this just gives the 
States the flexibility to allow a mother 
who is in college or wants to go to col-
lege for 2 years, to be able to do that 
and not be penalized for it. No State 
has to adopt this amendment. It is en-
tirely up to the judgment of the States. 
But right now we have a situation 
where States face penalties and they 
are put in a position of having to drive 
some of these women out of school 
where they could do so much better in 
terms of employment, so much better 
in terms of jobs. There is a wealth of 
evidence that I could go into, but I 
think we want to go to a vote. 

This is the right thing to do. This is 
a terribly important initiative sup-
ported by many Senators who sup-
ported the welfare bill, and I hope 
there will be a very strong vote for it. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let-
ter from the Center for Women Policy 
Studies, that has over 100 signatures 
representing children, women and edu-
cation organizations in support of this 
amendment, along with a letter from 
the National Urban League be printed 
in the RECORD. Since I don’t have time 
to go into other organizations of sup-
port I ask that a list of these organiza-
tions from all around the country also 
be printed in the RECORD. I would also 
like to include in the RECORD that I 
have received letters in support for this 
amendment from the American Voca-
tional Association, the American Asso-
ciation of Community Colleges, the As-
sociation of Community College Trust-
ees, and letters from a number of dif-
ferent legislators. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEAR SENATOR: The undersigned organiza-
tions from the women’s, children’s civil 
rights, education, and human needs advocacy 
communities urge your support for an 
amendment to be offered by Senator Paul 
Wellstone (D–MN) to S. 1882, the Higher Edu-
cation Amendments of 1998. The amendment 
would expand educational opportunities and 
encourage economic self-sufficiency for wel-
fare recipients by doing the following: 

Increase from 12 to 24 months the limit on 
vocational education; 

Allow 24 months of postsecondary edu-
cation to count as a ‘‘work activity’’; 

Remove teen parents from the vocational 
education cap so more adults can; Pursue 
education. 

Postsecondary education allows welfare re-
cipients to pursue careers beyond the low 
wage, short-term jobs usually available to 
them. 

Without an education, most women who 
leave welfare for work will earn wages far 
below the federal poverty line, even after 
five years of working (Weisbrot, 1997). 

Nationally, the economy is projected to 
create only half as many new low skill jobs 
as there are welfare recipients targeted to 
enter the labor market (Weisbrot, 1997). 

At least half of all new jobs by the year 
2000 will require a college-educated work-
force (Kates, 1993). 

Postsecondary education is a cost-effective 
strategy for permanently moving welfare re-
cipients from welfare to work at a decent 
wage. 

African American women holding bach-
elor’s degrees earn $2,002 a month, compared 
with $1,204 for those with only some college 
education (Gittell, Vandersall, Holdaway, 
and Newman, 1996). 

Among families headed by African Amer-
ican women, the poverty rate for heads of 
households with at least one year of postsec-
ondary education is 21 percent, compared to 
51 percent for those with only a high school 
education (Gittell, Vandersall, Holdaway, 
and Newman, 1996). 

Among families headed by Latinos, the 
poverty rate drops from 41 percent to 18.6 
percent with at least one year of postsec-
ondary education (Census Population Sur-
vey, as cited in Sherman, 1990). 

For white women, the poverty rate drops 
from 22 percent to 13 percent (Census Popu-
lation Survey, as cited in Sherman, 1990). 

On average, women with a college degree 
earn an additional $3.65/hour (1997 dollars) 
over the wages of women with only a high 
school diploma (Spalter-Roth and Hartmann, 
as cited in Institute for Women’s Policy Re-
search, 1998). 

Postsecondary education breaks the cycle 
of poverty for women and their children. 

Benefits extend to the children of educated 
parents, as they are more likely to take edu-
cation seriously and aspire to go to college 
themselves (Gittell, Gross, and Holdaway, 
1993). 

There is a strong association between pa-
rental income and the income of their chil-
dren in future years (Gittell, Gross, and 
Holdaway, 1993). 

We urge you to support Senator Well-
stone’s amendment to give TANF recipients 
the opportunity to pursue postsecondary 
education and become economically self-suf-
ficient. 

If you have any questions, please contact 
Tanya Chin or Kathleen Stoll at the Center 
for Women Policy Studies, 202/872–1770, or 
Mikki Holmes in Senator Wellstone’s office, 
202/224–5641. References cited above are avail-
able from the Center for Women Policy Stud-
ies. 

Sincerely, 
ACES: The Association for Children for En-

forcement of Support. 
ACORN: Association of Community organi-

zations for Reform Now. 
African-American Women’s Clergy Asso-

ciation. 
All Families Deserve a Change (AFDC) Co-

alition. 
American Association for Adult and Con-

tinuing Education. 
American Association of Community Col-

leges. 
American Association of State Colleges 

and Universities. 
American Association of University 

Women (AAUW). 
American College of Nurse-Midwives. 
American Council on Education. 
American Counseling Association. 
American Friends Service Committee. 
American Psychological Association. 
American Speech-Language-Hearing Asso-

ciation. 
Applied Research Center, Oakland, CA. 
The Arc. 
Association of Community College Trust-

ees. 
Big Brothers, Big Sisters, KY. 
Blue Grass Community Action. 
Bread for the World. 
Business and Professional Women/USA. 
The California State University. 
Campaign for Budget Fairness/Community 

Action Board of Santa Cruz County, Inc., CA. 
Catholic Social Service Bureau. 
Center for Advancement of Public Policy. 
Center for the Child Care Workforce. 
Center for Civil Justice. 
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Center for Community Change. 
Center for Economic Options, Inc. 
Center for Law and Social Policy. 
Center for Policy Alternatives. 
Center for Women & Enterprise. 
Center for Women Policy Studies. 
Central Conference of American Rabbis. 
Child Care Council. 
Children’s Defense Fund. 
Church Women United. 
Clearinghouse on Women’s Issues. 
Coalition for Ethical Welfare Reform 

(CEWR). 
Coalition of Labor Union Women (CLUW). 
Coalition on Human Needs. 
Department of Vocational Rehabilitation, 

KY. 
Elizabeth Coalition to House the Homeless. 
Elkhorn Middle School Youth Services 

Center, KY. 
Family & Children’s Service. 
Florida Legal Services, Inc. 
Frankfort/Franklin County Community 

Education, KY. 
Franklin County Health Department, KY. 
Franklin County Health Department 

(Home Health), KY. 
Friends Committee on National Legisla-

tion (Quakers). 
Harry J. Cowherd Family Resource Center. 
Housing Comes First. 
J.E.D.I. for Women (Justice, Economic 

Dignity & Independence). 
Jewish Labor Committee. 
Judge David L. Bazelon Center for Mental 

Health Law. 
Justice for Women Working Group, Na-

tional Council of Churches. 
Kentuckians for the Commonwealth. 
Kentucky State District Council of Car-

penters, AFL–CIO. 
Kentucky Youth Advocates. 
LDA, The Learning Disabilities Associa-

tion of America. 
Legal Action Center. 
Legal Aid Society of San Francisco, Em-

ployment Law Center. 
LIFEtimE: Low-Income Families’ Em-

powerment through Education. 
Lutheran Office for Governmental Affairs, 

ELCA. 
MANA, A National Latina Organization. 
McAuley Institute. 
Mennonite Central Committee, Wash-

ington Office. 
Metro Human Needs Alliance/Jefferson 

County Welfare Reform Coalition, KY. 
Mexican American Legal Defense and Edu-

cational Fund (MALDEF). 
Minnesota State University Student Asso-

ciation (MSUSA). 
Mothers Mobilized for Economic & Social 

Justice. 
National Alliance to End Homelessness. 
National Association for Equal Oppor-

tunity in Higher Education. 
National Association of Child Advocates. 
National Association of Community Action 

Agencies. 
National Association of Developmental 

Disabilities Councils. 
National Association of Independent Col-

leges and Universities. 
National Association of Private Schools 

for Exceptional Children (NAPSEC). 
National Association of Protection & Ad-

vocacy Systems. 
National Association of Social Workers. 
National Association of Social Workers, 

Nevada. 
National Association of State Directors of 

Special Education. 
National Association of State Directors of 

Vocational Technical Education Consortium. 
National Association of State Universities 

and Land-Grant Colleges. 
National Black Women’s Health Project. 
National Coalition for the Homeless. 

National Council of Jewish Women. 
National Council of La Raza. 
National Council of Senior Citizens. 
National Council of State Directors of 

Adult Education. 
National Council of Women of the US, Inc. 
National Easter Seal Society. 
National Education Association. 
National Law Center on Homelessness & 

Poverty. 
National Low Income Housing Coalition. 
National Network to End Domestic Vio-

lence. 
National Organization for Women. 
National Parent Network on Disabilities. 
National Partnership for Women & Fami-

lies. 
National Puerto Rican Coalition. 
National Therapeutic Recreation Society. 
National Women’s Conference Committee. 
National Women’s Law Center. 
NAWE. 
NETWORK, A National Catholic Social 

Justice Lobby. 
Nevada Empowered Women’s Project. 
New Ways to Work. 
New York State Education Department. 
Northeast Missouri Client Council for 

Human Needs, Inc. 
NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund. 
Oakland County Welfare Rights Organiza-

tion, MI. 
PUSH Early Childhood Development Cen-

ter. 
Resource Office for Social Ministries 

(R.O.S.M.). 
San Luis Valley Welfare Advocates, CO. 
SEIU 660. 
Simon House, Inc. 
Spina Bifida Association of American. 
Union of American Hebrew Congregations. 
Unitarian Universalist Association. 
United Cerebral Palsy Associations. 
United States Student Association. 
Utah Issues. 
VAW Local 2320, NY. 
VOICES (Voices for Opportunity, Income, 

Child Care, Education, & Support). 
Volunteers of America. 
Washington Welfare Reform Coalition. 
Welfare Law Center. 
Welfare Rights Initiative. 
WeLISN (Welfare & Low-Income Support 

Network). 
Wider Opportunities for Women. 
The Woman Activist Fund, Inc. 
Woman’s National Democratic Club, Jew-

ish Women’s Caucus. 
Women Employed. 
Women and Poverty Public Education Ini-

tiative. 
Women Work! 
Women’s Business Development Center. 
Women’s Resource Center, University of 

Nevada, Reno. 
YWCA of the U.S.A. 

NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE, 
POLICY AND GOVERNMENT, 
Washington, DC, May 20, 1998. 

DEAR SENATOR: The National Urban 
League stands in strong support of an 
amendment by Senator Paul Wellstone (D– 
MN) that would expand the educational op-
portunities for welfare recipients. Senator 
Wellstone will be offering his amendment to 
the Higher Education Amendments of 1998 
(S. 1882). 

The Wellstone Amendment would address a 
critical flaw in the 1996 welfare reform law 
(The Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act) that places 
unrealistic limits on welfare recipients who 
seek economic self-sufficiency through edu-
cation. The Amendment would: 

Make 24 months of postsecondary and vo-
cational education a permissible work activ-

ity under TANF (Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families). Under current law, states 
can only count 12 months of vocational edu-
cation as a work activity. 

Remove teen parents from the 30% limita-
tion in the educational cap so that more 
adults can pursue education. 

If the goal of welfare reform is to place 
welfare recipients into permanent employ-
ment, and we know from studies that people 
with more education and training have high-
er earnings and a greater likelihood of being 
employed, then common sense dictates that 
access to quality higher education is the key 
to an effective reform of our welfare system. 
According to the 1996 Economic Report of 
the President, by the early 1990s, the earn-
ings differences between high school and col-
lege graduates had nearly doubled from 49% 
in 1979 to 89% in 1993. And presently, each ad-
ditional year of schooling after high school 
is worth about 5 to 15 percent in additional 
earnings. 

Welfare recipients face the same changing 
economic conditions as any other person 
seeking employment today. According to a 
recent report, Education and Training for 
America’s Future (Anthony P. Carnevale, 
1998), more skill is not only necessary to get 
a job, but also to keep one as well. The re-
port notes that education and training in-
creasingly have separated the economic win-
ners from the losers in a global economy 
where economic and technological change 
has been increasingly biased in favor of skill. 
Therefore, our national welfare policy must 
not be responsible for relegating welfare re-
cipients into the ‘‘economic losers’’ cat-
egory, when we know what it takes to make 
them winners. If they join the ranks of ‘‘eco-
nomic winners,’’ then their children win and 
so does society at large. 

We should do no less for welfare recipients 
who seek to make themselves permanently 
employable than what we seek for all others 
in our quest for improving our national 
workforce development system. We urge 
your support for the Wellstone Amendment 
when it is offered. 

Sincerely, 
MILTON J. LITTLE, JR., 

Executive Vice President and COO. 

GROUPS IN SUPPORT OF THE WELLSTONE 
AMENDMENT TO THE COVERDELL BILL 

COSPONSORS: RICHARD DURBIN (D–IL), WENDELL 
FORD (D–KY), TIM JOHNSON (D–SD), CARL 
LEVIN (D–MI) 

American Association of Community 
Colleges; American Association for 
Adult and Continuing Education; 
American Association of State Colleges 
and Universities; American Vocational 
Association; Association of Community 
College Trustees; Center for Women’s 
Policy Studies; Hispanic Association of 
Colleges and Universities; National As-
sociation for Equal Opportunity in 
Higher Education; National Associa-
tion of State Universities and Land 
Grant Colleges; National Council of 
State Directors of Adult Education; 
New York State Education Depart-
ment; United Negro College Fund; 
United States Student Association. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has asked for the yeas and nays. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
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Mr. JEFFORDS. I suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may I in-
quire as to how long it will be before 
the vote? I can use this time that is 
being used in a quorum call; I can use 
it in making some remarks. But I will 
be glad to withhold my remarks. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. If I can inquire, if 
the information required to go to a 
vote is obtained, will the Senator mind 
being interrupted? 

Mr. BYRD. Well, I am not accus-
tomed to that, may I say. Washing-
tonian magazine says when I start 
speaking, it is hard to stop me. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. That may have 
prompted my question. 

Mr. BYRD. Well, you got a courteous 
answer, but an answer that was to the 
point, I guess. I saw this conversation 
going on over here, and I thought I 
might as well be speaking. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask my colleague from West Virginia 
to see if this can be resolved briefly. If 
not, maybe we will want to change 
course. I think we might be able to 
move to a vote briefly. Can we wait for 
a few moments? 

Mr. BYRD. How long is a moment? 
Mr. WELLSTONE. How long is a mo-

ment? Sixty seconds. I prefer, since the 
arguments are fresh in everybody’s 
mind, to vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia has the floor. 

Mr. BYRD. I have the floor. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. There is no point of 

order, so we are ready to go to a vote. 
Mr. BYRD. You are ready to go to a 

vote? 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 

have no other speakers on this side. It 
is my understanding the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and I believe we are 
ready to vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no further debate, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON) 
and the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
KYL) are necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 56, 
nays 42, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 191 Leg.] 

YEAS—56 

Akaka 
Allard 
Baucus 

Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 

Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 

Byrd 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Collins 
Conrad 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 

Hatch 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 

Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Torricelli 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—42 

Abraham 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Burns 
Campbell 
Coats 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 

Faircloth 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Inhofe 
Kempthorne 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Thompson 
Thurmond 

NOT VOTING—2 

Hutchison Kyl 

The amendment (No. 3111) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont is recognized. 
CHANGE OF VOTE 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, on 
rollcall vote No. 191, Senator WARNER 
voted ‘‘nay,’’ which was not his inten-
tion. He meant to be recorded as 
‘‘aye.’’ I ask unanimous consent that 
he be recorded as an ‘‘aye.’’ This would 
in no way affect the outcome of the 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The foregoing tally has been 
changed to reflect the above order.) 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator SES-
SIONS now be recognized for up to 10 
minutes on his amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, just 

for the information of Senators, fol-
lowing that, I know our friend and col-
league from West Virginia has been 
here for some period of time and is pre-
pared to speak on an amendment, 
which he has talked with us about. We 
are prepared to accept the amendment, 
but he wants to comment about it. 

In terms of our side, we have one 
more amendment by the Senator from 
Minnesota, Senator WELLSTONE, and 
then an amendment by Senator BINGA-
MAN, and an amendment by Senator 
HARKIN. That is where we are. We 
haven’t been able to get time agree-
ments, but it gives you some idea 
about the amendments. And then I ex-
pect we will have one or two other Sen-

ators that want to speak on the meas-
ure. I think that gives us some idea 
about the work that remains for the 
evening—at least from our side. Is that 
your understanding? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Yes. It is our inten-
tion to finish tonight and to have the 
vote on final passage tomorrow morn-
ing at 9:30. 

I just urge everybody to take Senator 
SESSIONS’ example by getting a time 
limit and disposing of the amendments. 
I think this side is nearing completion. 
I don’t believe we have any controver-
sial amendments that will take a great 
deal of time. So I am really expecting 
that we can finish tonight, with the co-
operation of all Members. Certainly, I 
look forward to Senator BYRD’s com-
ments. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
wanted to mention, as well, that I have 
an amendment on a market-based 
study on interest rates, which we may 
or may not be able to get to. I thank 
the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Alabama is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3115 

(Purpose: To amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to provide additional tax in-
centives for education, and for other pur-
poses) 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Alabama [Mr. SESSIONS], 

for himself, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. MCCONNELL, 
and Mr. COVERDELL, proposes an amendment 
numbered 3115. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end add the following: 

SEC. ll. ELIGIBLE EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS 
PERMITTED TO MAINTAIN QUALI-
FIED TUITION PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 529(b)(1) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (defining quali-
fied State tuition program) is amended by 
inserting ‘‘or by 1 or more eligible edu-
cational institutions or any organization ex-
empt from taxation under this subtitle that 
consists solely of eligible educational insti-
tutions’’ after ‘‘maintained by a State or 
agency or instrumentality thereof’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) The text and headings of each of the 

sections 72(e)(9), 135(c)(2(C), 135(d)(1)(D), 529, 
530(b)(2)(B), 4973(e), and 6693(a)(2)(c) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
striking ‘‘qualified State tuition’’ each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘qualified tuition’’. 

(2)(A) The section heading of section 529 of 
such Code is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 529. QUALIFIED TUITION PROGRAMS.’’. 

(B) The item relating to section 529 in the 
table of sections for part VIII of subchapter 
F of chapter 1 of such Code is amended by 
striking ‘‘State’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1998. 
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SEC. ll. EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME OF 

EDUCATION DISTRIBUTIONS FROM 
QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PRO-
GRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 529(c)(3)(B) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to 
distributions) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(B) DISTRIBUTIONS FOR QUALIFIED HIGHER 
EDUCATION EXPENSES.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If a distributee elects the 
application of this clause for any taxable 
year— 

‘‘(I) no amount shall be includible in gross 
income under subparagraph (A) by reason of 
a distribution which consists of providing a 
benefit to the distributee which, if paid for 
by the distributee, would constitute pay-
ment of a qualified higher education ex-
pense, and 

‘‘(II) the amount which (but for the elec-
tion) would be includible in gross income 
under subparagraph (A) by reason of any 
other distribution shall not be so includible 
in an amount which bears the same ratio to 
the amount which would be so includible as 
such expenses bear to such aggregate dis-
tributions. 

‘‘(ii) IN-KIND DISTRIBUTIONS.—Any benefit 
furnished to a designated beneficiary under a 
qualified State tuition program shall be 
treated as a distribution to the beneficiary 
for purposes of this paragraph. 

‘‘(iii) DISALLOWANCE OF EXCLUDED AMOUNTS 
AS CREDIT OR DEDUCTION.—No deduction or 
credit shall be allowed to the taxpayer under 
any other section of this chapter for any 
qualified higher education expenses to the 
extent taken into account in determining 
the amount of the exclusion under this sub-
paragraph.’’. 

(b) ADDITIONAL TAX ON AMOUNTS NOT USED 
FOR HIGHER EDUCATION EXPENSES.—Section 
529(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(relating to distributions) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(E) ADDITIONAL TAX ON AMOUNTS NOT USED 
FOR HIGHER EDUCATION EXPENSES.—The tax 
imposed by section 530(d)(4) shall apply to 
payments and distributions from qualified 
tuition programs in the same manner as 
such tax applies to education individual re-
tirement accounts.’’. 

(c) COORDINATION WITH EDUCATION CRED-
ITS.—Section 25A(e)(2) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 (relating to coordination 
with exclusions) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘a qualified tuition pro-
gram or’’ before ‘‘an education individual re-
tirement account’’, and 

(2) by striking ‘‘section 530(d)(2)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 529(c)(3)(B) or 530(d)(2)’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to distribu-
tions made after December 31, 2003, for edu-
cation furnished in academic periods begin-
ning after such date. 
SEC. ll. QUALIFIED TUITION PROGRAMS IN-

CLUDED IN SECURITIES EXEMPTION. 
(a) EXEMPTED SECURITIES.—Section 3(a)(4) 

of the Securities Act of 1933 (15 U.S.C. 
77c(a)(4)) is amended by striking ‘‘indi-
vidual;’’ and inserting ‘‘individual or any se-
curity issued by a prepaid tuition program 
described in section 529 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986;’’. 

(b) QUALIFIED TUITION PROGRAMS NOT IN-
VESTMENT COMPANIES.—Section 3(c) of the 
Investment Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 
80a–3(c)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(15) Any prepaid tuition program de-
scribed in section 529 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986.’’. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I in-
tended to come to the floor today, 
along with Senators BOB GRAHAM, 
MITCH MCCONNELL and PAUL COVER-

DELL, to offer an amendment to the 
Higher Education Act that would have 
helped more than 2.5 million students 
afford a college education. 

I would like to particularly recognize 
the outstanding efforts of my good 
friend from Kentucky, Senator MCCON-
NELL. He has been a true champion of 
this issue for quite a number of years. 
Senator BOB GRAHAM of Florida has 
done an outstanding job of guiding and 
helping us work on this amendment 
and handle it in the proper way. His ad-
vice and leadership have been crucial 
in gaining the support for this amend-
ment that we think is necessary for its 
passage. Let me take a few minutes to 
discuss the concept of prepaid tuition 
plans and why they are critically im-
portant to help America’s families. 

As a parent myself, who has put two 
children through college—I just had 
my second one graduate in May, and 
another one is currently in college—I 
know firsthand that America’s families 
are struggling to meet the rising cost 
of higher education. In fact, American 
families have already accrued more 
college debt in the 1990s than during 
the previous three decades combined. 
The reason is twofold: The Federal 
Government subsidizes student debt 
with interest breaks and deferred pay-
ments and penalizes educational sav-
ings by taxing the interest that ac-
crues on those savings accounts for col-
lege. 

In recent years, however, many fami-
lies have tackled rising tuition costs 
by taking advantage of prepaid college 
tuition plans. These plans allow fami-
lies to purchase tuition credits years in 
advance. Thanks to innovative pro-
grams already established by at least 
17 States, like my home State of Ala-
bama, parents can actually lock in to-
day’s college tuition rates for tomor-
row’s education. 

Congress has supported participating 
families in this effort by expanding the 
scope of prepaid tuition plans and by 
deferring taxes on the interest earned 
when students go off to college. 

Recently, thanks to the hard work of 
Senator COVERDELL and several Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives, 
including Chairman BILL ARCHER, a 
provision was included in the Coverdell 
A+ Educational Accounts bill, which 
would make all earnings in all prepaid 
tuition plans tax free. That is, interest 
that accumulated on the savings would 
accumulate without having to be 
taxed. 

Unfortunately, President Clinton has 
promised to veto that bill on his oppo-
sition to several other unrelated provi-
sions—provisions that I think are ex-
cellent, but the President has made 
clear his intention in that regard. 

Due to his anticipated veto, more 
than 2.5 million students and their 
families planning to take advantage of 
prepaid tuition and savings programs 
over the next decade will be denied the 
ability to invest in their children’s 
education using tax-free interest in-
come. 

Our amendment, modeled after 
Chairman ARCHER’s and Senator 
COVERDELL’s efforts during the A+ Edu-
cational Accounts conference com-
mittee, would have made earnings in 
State and private prepaid plans com-
pletely tax free. 

Currently, most of the interest 
earned by families saving for college is 
taxed twice. The parent is paying taxes 
on it when he earns it. Then they set it 
aside in the college account—even the 
prepaid tuition accounts—and they 
have to pay taxes on the interest that 
it earns. On the other hand, the Fed-
eral Government subsidizes student 
loans by deferring interest payments 
until after graduation and sometimes 
giving low-interest rate loans. So it is 
no wonder that American families are 
having a hard time saving for college 
and instead are having to go heavily 
into debt to finance college at a later 
time. This trend must not continue. As 
a matter of fact, it is not good public 
policy. 

Mr. President, let me take a few min-
utes to make a very critical point. I 
had an opportunity this morning to re-
view a standard student education loan 
agreement, which belongs to one of my 
staff members. The loan, which was 
used to pay for the final 2 years of his 
college education, was $13,674.02. My 
young staffer is currently 25 years old. 
After the roughly 15 years it will take 
to pay off his loan, at which time he 
will be 40 years of age, he will have 
paid a total of $13,171.64 in interest 
alone. Mr. President, that will bring 
his total payment for his 2 years in col-
lege to $26,845.65; that is nearly double 
the original loan balance. This is the 
Federal Government’s only option, the 
only way it provides help to families to 
pay for their children’s education. 

So in order to provide families a new 
alternative, the Sessions-Graham- 
McConnell-Coverdell amendment would 
provide tax-free treatment to all pre-
paid plans for public and private col-
leges and universities. This would place 
all savings plans and all schools on an 
equal playing field. 

This bipartisan amendment would 
not only provide American families 
with more than $1 billion in much- 
needed tax relief over the next decade, 
but would also help control the cost of 
college for all students. In fact, the 
track record of existing State prepaid 
plans indicates that working, middle- 
income families benefit the most from 
these prepaid plans. 

Prepaid tuition plans must become 
law. The Federal Government can no 
longer subsidize student debt with in-
terest rate breaks and penalize edu-
cational savings by taxing the interest 
earned by families who are trying to 
save for college. Both public and pri-
vate prepaid tuition plans should be 
held equal by the Federal Government 
and must be completely tax free. 

If these goals are achieved, the Fed-
eral Government would be providing 
families with the help they need to 
meet the cost of college through sav-
ings rather than through debt. Indeed, 
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as a nation we ought to be reviewing 
all of our laws and all of our public tax 
policies to make sure we are encour-
aging savings rather than encouraging 
debt. Too often our policies have been 
just the opposite. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at the conclu-
sion of my remarks several items in 
support of my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

(See Exhibit 1.) 

AMENDMENT NO. 3115, WITHDRAWN 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, unfor-
tunately at this point I will be having 
to withdraw this amendment due to 
the fact that it appears it may be in 
violation of existing rules governing 
the revenue proposals which have to 
originate in the House of Representa-
tives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right. The amendment is 
withdrawn. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I sim-
ply say with regard to the letters that 
have been introduced, those are letters 
to me from the Independent College 
Association and from the several other 
groups, such as the American Council 
on Education, that say the steps re-
ferred to in this amendment ‘‘would 
make prepaid tuition plans more wide-
ly available and more attractive for 
families. By doing this, families will 
have a strong incentive to begin to 
save money for college when their chil-
dren are young. And, as with any in-
vestment, saving early is vitally im-
portant.’’ 

That is the American Council on 
Education, dated July 9, referring to 
this amendment. 

The National Association of Inde-
pendent Colleges and Universities is 
likewise supporting this amendment. 
They say, ‘‘On behalf of the over 900 
independent colleges and universities 
that make up the National Association 
of Independent Colleges and Univer-
sities, I want to express our apprecia-
tion of your efforts. 

‘‘We agree that students and families 
who want to utilize prepaid tuition 
plans should be allowed to dedicate 
those funds to the institution of their 
choice’’ to be able to compete on a 
level playing field. 

The College Savings Plans Network 
has likewise supported this proposal in 
a letter to Congressman ARCHER dated 
July 2, 1998. 

The National Association of State 
Treasurers has adopted this resolution. 
Many State treasurers have formulated 
this legislation in the State—in fact, 
the Alabama State Treasury, and 
former State Treasurer George Wal-
lace, Jr., is the one who passed the leg-
islation in Alabama for the prepaid tui-
tion plan. 

Also, The Heritage Foundation has 
supported this effort. 

EXHIBIT ONE 

AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION, 
GOVERNMENT AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC, July 9, 1998. 
Hon. JEFF SESSIONS, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SESSIONS: I am writing with 
respect to the amendment on prepaid tuition 
plans that you hope to offer when the Senate 
considers S. 1882, The Higher Education 
Amendments of 1998. 

In recent years, states and private sector 
organizations have begun to offer prepaid 
tuition plans designed to encourage families 
to save money for higher education. The 
American Council on Education supports 
these efforts. We believe that your amend-
ment would enhance these plans in two im-
portant ways. First, it would exclude from 
federal income tax the value of the plan 
when the student enrolls in higher edu-
cation. Second, the amendment would allow 
private colleges and universities to establish 
these initiatives. 

These steps would make prepaid tuition 
plans more widely available and more at-
tractive for families. By doing this, families 
will have a strong incentive to begin to save 
money for college when their children are 
young. And, as with any investment, saving 
early is vitally important. 

We understand that there may be a juris-
dictional problem with your amendment and 
we hope that this can be satisfactorily 
worked out. If it proves impossible to fix the 
jurisdictional issue, we will work with you 
to ensure that your plan is enacted this year. 

We are enormously grateful for your lead-
ership on this issue of such importance to 
families and colleges and universities. We 
look forward to working on it with you. 

Sincerely, 
TERRY W. HARTLE, 

Senior Vice President. 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF INDE-

PENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVER-
SITIES 

Washington, DC, July 9, 1998. 
Hon. JEFF SESSIONS, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR SESSIONS: On behalf of the 
over 900 independent colleges and univer-
sities that make up the National Association 
of Independent Colleges and Universities, I 
want to express our appreciation of your ef-
forts to allow private colleges and univer-
sities to establish prepaid tuition plans that 
would enjoy the same tax treatment and 
preferences as state sponsored plans. We 
agree that students and families who want to 
utilize prepared tuition plans should be al-
lowed to dedicate the funds to the institu-
tion of their choice. Allowing private col-
leges and universities to compete on a level 
playing field in the tax arena is absolutely 
necessary and fair. 

We appreciate the parliamentary restric-
tions of including this language in the High-
er Education Reauthorization Act, S. 1882, 
and look forward to working with you to see 
that this issue is addressed in a manner that 
will be enacted into law in the very near fu-
ture. 

Again, thank you for your efforts. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me if and when I 
can be further assistance on this or any issue 
of importance to independent higher edu-
cation. 

Sincerely, 
DAVID L. WARREN, 

President. 
COLLEGE SAVINGS PLANS NETWORK, 

Lexington, KY, July 2, 1998. 
Hon. BILL ARCHER, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On behalf of the Col-
lege Savings Plans Network, I am writing in 

support of the proposed amendment by Sen-
ator Jeff Sessions to S. 1882, The Higher Edu-
cation Amendments of 1998. The amendment 
is designed to increase the nation’s saving 
rate and to improve access to higher edu-
cation. The College Savings Plans Network 
(CSPN), the association of the state-spon-
sored college tuition programs, strongly sup-
ports Senator Session’s amendment which 
would establish an exclusion from gross in-
come for amounts distributed from qualified 
tuition programs to cover qualified higher 
education expenses. The enactment of this 
provision would further the public policy of 
encouraging parents to save for their chil-
dren’s college education, which would pro-
vide long-term benefits to the U.S. economy. 
CSPN urges you to support the amendment 
to S. 1882. 

CSPN believes that the tax treatment of 
the qualified state programs should be care-
fully crafted to account for the unique de-
sign and circumstances in which the state 
programs operate. The Network supports the 
amendment because it provides clearer tax 
treatment for contributions to and distribu-
tions from the state-sponsored plans. Clearer 
tax treatment would encourage college sav-
ings, and would reduce the need to borrow, 
which would provide long-term benefits to 
over 700,000 families who participate in the 
state-sponsored qualified tuition programs. 

Thank you for your strong leadership on 
this proposal and commitment to expanding 
the educational opportunities of American 
families. 

Very truly yours, 
MARSHALL G. BENNETT, 

President, College Savings Plans Network 
and Mississippi State Treasurer. 

RESOLUTION 
FEDERAL TAX-EXEMPTION FOR COLLEGE TUITION 

PROGRAMS 
Urging the Congress and the President to 

enact bipartisan legislation that will provide 
for the tax-free treatment of qualified state- 
sponsored college tuition programs, includ-
ing both prepaid and savings programs. 

Whereas, over the last several years, the 
constantly increasing costs of higher edu-
cation and decreases in state and Federal 
funding of higher education have made an af-
fordable, high quality college education in-
creasingly difficult to obtain for everyday 
Americans; and 

Whereas, in response, State legislatures 
created state-sponsored college savings pro-
grams to help families afford postsecondary 
education for their children; and 

Whereas, the State sponsored programs are 
designed and operated in a manner to ac-
count for the unique nature of each state’s 
educational system; and 

Whereas, the programs are primarily di-
rected to middle-income working families 
and encourage and permit these families to 
save for and send their children to college, 
where otherwise they may not be able to ac-
cess postsecondary education without rely-
ing on significant borrowing to afford spi-
raling tuition costs; and 

Whereas, over the past five years bor-
rowing for higher education expenses has in-
creased more than in the previous three dec-
ades; and 

Whereas, the State sponsored programs are 
accountable to State-level policymakers, 
and are subject to close public scrutiny and 
multiple levels of accountability, which pro-
vides strong safeguards to the public’s inter-
est in these programs; and 

Whereas, the Congress, recognizing the 
unique role states play in providing access to 
higher education for their citizens, in 1996, 
passed legislation to improve the tax treat-
ment of State sponsored programs; and 

Whereas, the Congress, further recognizing 
the unique role states play in providing ac-
cess to higher education for their citizens, 
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has included provisions in the Revenue Rec-
onciliation Act that would further clarify 
and enhance the tax advantages offered to 
families through qualified state tuition 
plans, and 

Whereas, under the proposed legislation, 
parents will be given greater incentive to 
save for or prepay a major portion of higher 
education costs in advance, in increments as 
little as $15 or $25 a month, which fit easily 
within their budgets; and 

Whereas, this legislation is truly bipar-
tisan and has been widely supported by 
Democratic and Republican members of the 
House and Senate. 

Now, Therefore Be It Resolved, That the Na-
tional Association of State Treasurers does 
hereby call upon the Congress and the Presi-
dent of the United States to promptly enact 
legislation providing for tax-free treatment 
of distributions from qualified state-spon-
sored college tuition programs. 

THE HERITAGE FOUNDATION, 
Washington, DC. 

ANOTHER CHANCE TO HELP FAMILIES AFFORD 
COLLEGE 

Last year, Congress took a big step to help 
American families save for the huge cost of 
their children’s education. Thanks to the 
Taxpayers’ Relief Act of 1997 (Public Law 
105–34) families are now able to establish 
Education Individual Retirement Accounts 
(Education IRAs) and deposit up to $500 an-
nually for use later to pay for higher edu-
cation expenses without having taxes levied 
on the accrued interest. But in passing this 
measure, Congress placed undue restrictions 
on the amount of money families could place 
in such accounts, and it favored public col-
leges over private institutions. 

Now, as the Senate moves to re-authorize 
the Higher Education Act, and as Congress 
considers a tax bill, there is another oppor-
tunity to help those families with college- 
bound students while dealing with the defi-
ciencies in current law. An effective policy 
would: 

1. Extend to all private tuition savings and 
prepaid plans the same tax treatment public 
plans receive. Currently, 28 states have es-
tablished special programs that allow resi-
dent families to save for college costs. Fed-
eral income tax on the accrued interest in 
these state-sponsored accounts is deferred 
until the account is cashed in to pay for col-
lege. However, there are drawbacks to these 
plans, including the fact that they do not ef-
fectively meet the needs of families inter-
ested in sending their children to private 
colleges and universities since the plans are 
designed specifically to benefit public insti-
tutions. Nearly 25 percent of families choose 
to send their children to a private college or 
university, yet few state plans serve the 
needs of this population. Nor do state plans 
provide a nationwide network of institutions 
from which participating families may 
choose, yet 20 percent of students decide to 
attend an institution outside of their home 
state. Congress can help fix these defi-
ciencies by giving the same tax treatment to 
private colleges and universities—or nation-
wide consortia of these institutions—that es-
tablish plans similar to those of the states as 
it does to the state-sponsored accounts for 
public colleges. 

2. Make all interest earned through tuition 
savings and prepaid plans tax-free. Not only 
should all tuition savings and prepaid plans 
receive equal tax treatment, they also 
should be relieved of the double taxation 
that currently exists within the tax code 
(the money being saved is taxed when 
earned, and the interest on the savings also 
is taxed). In the case of Individual Retire-
ment Accounts (IRAs), Roth IRAs and simi-

lar retirement plans, Congress has ended 
double taxation, but not on money placed in 
education accounts. Ending the double tax-
ation of money in education accounts would 
both encourage savings for college and be 
consistent with long term tax reform. 

Although these two provisions would pro-
vide significant relief to the more than two 
and a half million students and their fami-
lies who plan to take advantage of tuition 
savings and prepaid plans, there would not 
be a significant revenue loss to the federal 
government. The Joint Committee on Tax-
ation has estimated that granting state tui-
tion savings and prepaid plans tax-free with-
drawals would result in a loss to the federal 
government of just $339 million over the next 
five years. Since even the most enthusiastic 
industry estimates of the private market do 
not anticipate greater participation than is 
anticipated in the state plans, the total im-
pact on federal revenues for both of the 
above proposals would be well below $800 mil-
lion over five years. And even if it is as-
sumed that families saving in private plans 
were, on average, in a higher tax bracket 
than those participating in state plans, the 
total revenue loss would not exceed $1.2 bil-
lion over the next five years. 

But it is in any case erroneous to assume 
that tuition savings and prepaid plans ben-
efit mainly the wealthy. In fact, the experi-
ence of existing state plans indicates that it 
is working, middle-income families who ben-
efit most. For example, families with an an-
nual income of less than $35,000 purchased 62 
percent of the prepaid tuition contracts sold 
by the state of Pennsylvania in 1996. The av-
erage monthly contribution to a family’s 
college savings account during 1995 in the 
state of Kentucky was $43. 

Several Members of Congress have pro-
posed tax-free savings for college. Senator 
PAUL COVERDELL (R–GA), House Ways and 
Means Chairman BILL ARCHER (R–TX) and 
Representatives DICK ARMEY (R–TX) and KAY 
GRANGER (R–TX), gained inclusion of a provi-
sion in the Education Savings Act for Public 
and Private Schools (H.R. 2646), also known 
as the ‘‘A+ Education Accounts Act,’’ that 
would not only accomplish the above two 
goals for good tax policy but would also 
make interest earned on family savings for 
primary and secondary education tax-free. 
However, H.R. 2646 would place a $5,000 an-
nual contribution limit on private tuition 
savings and prepaid plans. 

Recently, Senators JEFF SESSIONS (R–AL), 
BOB GRAHAM (D–FL), and MITCH MCCONNELL 
(R–KY) have proposed an amendment to the 
reauthorization of the Higher Education Act 
(S. 1882) that would accomplish the two goals 
without any annual contribution limit. The 
result of these tax measures would be in line 
with the over-arching goal of the bill, to 
make attainment of a college diploma a re-
ality for more American students. 

American families accumulated more col-
lege debt during the first five years of the 
1990s than the previous three decades com-
bined. Recognizing that this trend cannot 
continue, several states have established tui-
tion savings and prepaid plans. Now, a na-
tion-wide consortium of more than 50 private 
schools, with more than 1 million alumni, 
has launched a similar plan for private insti-
tutions. These plans are extremely popular 
with parents, students, and alumni. They 
make it easier for families to save for col-
lege, and the pre-paid tuition plans also take 
the uncertainty out of the future cost of col-
lege. It is time for Congress and the Presi-
dent to recognize the value of such plans and 
eliminate the double taxation that exists on 
interest earned through the programs and to 

end the disparity that currently exists be-
tween public and private colleges. 

STUART M. BUTLER, PH.D., 
Vice President, Domestic and 

Economic Policy Studies. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, we be-
lieve we have a good plan. I want to 
again say how much I appreciate the 
leadership, advice, and support given 
by Senator BOB GRAHAM of Florida. He 
is an outstanding Senator and has been 
a great aid to this effort. I see him on 
the floor at this time and would be glad 
to yield such time as I have remaining 
to Senator GRAHAM. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? Has time been allotted 
to the Senator? 

Mr. SESSIONS. I asked for 10 min-
utes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 47 seconds left. 

Mr. BYRD. He has yielded that to the 
Senator from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. The Senator from Florida has 
47 seconds. 

Mr. GRAHAM. To my friend from 
Alabama, I express my appreciation for 
the kind remarks in bringing this mat-
ter to the attention of the Senate, even 
though, because of the rules of the two 
bodies, we cannot consider it tonight. 
But I believe what he has essentially 
done has put all of us on alert that we 
are going to be looking for another op-
portunity to remedy this remaining 
tax issue with the State college tuition 
plans and thus give to the families of 
America the assurance that every dol-
lar they invest in a prepaid college tui-
tion contract will go to the education 
of their children and thus encourage 
more families to participate. 

Mr. President, I hope that with the 
message the Senator from Alabama has 
issued tonight we will soon be able to 
follow his clarion call. 

Thank you. 
Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, does the 

distinguished Senator from Florida 
need an additional 2 or 3 minutes or so? 
I will be glad to wait. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I appreciate, as al-
ways, the Senator’s graciousness. I an-
ticipate that we will have an oppor-
tunity to discuss this issue again, I 
hope soon, and at that time we can ac-
tually be making movement toward 
legislative enactment. I will withhold 
any further comments until then. But I 
express my appreciation to the Sen-
ator. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the very distinguished Senator from 
Florida. 

A TREND WORTH STOPPING 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I recently 

learned of an extremely alarming riot 
which occurred on the campus of 
Michigan State University. On May 2, 
1998, nearly three thousand students 
abandoned their dorm rooms and var-
ious other corners of the university’s 
massive campus to protest a university 
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decision to end drinking at Munn 
Field, a popular campus spot where 
students gather before and after foot-
ball games. Outraged students tore 
through a fence surrounding the field, 
thereafter charging into downtown 
East Lansing, home to the university, 
to set ablaze one of the area’s busiest 
intersections. Police officers were 
pelted with flying bottles, rocks, and 
bricks, and were only able to quell the 
scores of protesting students with 
shots of tear gas. 

Michigan State University does not 
stand alone. Both Washington State 
University and Plymouth State College 
in New Hampshire have experienced 
similar protests. Mr. President, our Na-
tion has a serious problem, which only 
continues to worsen with each passing 
day, yet, we in Congress have all but 
ignored this epidemic plaguing our na-
tion’s young people. Rather, we have 
stood on this floor ranting about the 
pernicious effects of tobacco, while its 
evil twin continues to rampage across 
college campuses throughout the coun-
try. I support the efforts we have un-
dertaken to crack down on youth use 
of tobacco, but is it not time, I ask, to 
broaden the equally staggering prob-
lem of alcohol abuse among our young 
people? 

I hope that the President and the ad-
ministration will engage in a similar 
crusade against alcohol abuse—similar 
to that which they have led with re-
spect to the use of tobacco. 

I hear nothing said about alcohol— 
not a word. The country seems to be si-
lent. It seems to have lost its voice 
when it comes to alcohol abuse. 

Alcohol, Mr. President, is the drug of 
choice—the drug of choice among teen-
agers and college students—not to-
bacco, not marijuana, not heroin, but 
alcohol. Surveys show that over 85 per-
cent of all college students imbibe al-
cohol. That is a disgrace. 

Let me read that again. Over 85 per-
cent of all college students imbibe al-
cohol, whether it be a beer, wine, or 
some other potent concoction tossed 
together at a fraternity party. More 
than 40 percent consume five or more 
drinks at one sitting within a 2-week 
period, otherwise defined as ‘‘binge 
drinking.’’ It really isn’t the ‘‘in 
thing,’’ Mr. President, and I hope that 
young people will learn that. 

In the past year, the media have re-
ported several incidents in which col-
lege students have tragically died due 
to alcohol poisoning or excessive ine-
briation, including deaths at Louisiana 
State University and the prestigious 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 
In Virginia alone, five students died 
within a one-month timespan in alco-
hol-related accidents. 

If this were some new plague that 
was being visited upon the country, 
people would be asking for a remedy. 

The amendment I have included in 
the managers’ package recognizes ten 
universities, colleges, or community 
colleges across the nation that have re-
sponded to this crisis with innovative 

and effective alcohol prevention poli-
cies. Under my amendment, each insti-
tution receives a grant of $50,000 in rec-
ognition of its efforts, subsequently to 
be used to help maintain and improve 
each respective program. In addition, 
my amendment requires the Depart-
ment of Education to distribute a pub-
lication identifying these schools and 
their policies to high school counselors 
for the information of prospective col-
lege-going students and their parents. 
It is my hope that parents and respon-
sible students—I should say responsible 
parents and responsible students—will 
use this information to select schools 
that are most active in helping stu-
dents to be students, not drunks—stu-
dents. 

Mr. President, over the years, the 
culture of college has gradually 
changed from one of academics and 
concentrated study to one consumed 
with partying—partying, and nobody 
benefits from it. Gathering at the li-
brary with classmates to prepare for an 
exam has taken a backseat to sitting 
around swilling beers at keg parties or 
ordering a round of shots at the closest 
bar. 

Sadly, the process does not always 
begin in college. Often times, experi-
mentation with alcohol begins in high 
school, or even earlier in the homes. 
That is where it begins many times. 
The examples are set by parents. 

According to the 1995 ‘‘Monitoring 
the Future’’ study conducted by the 
National Institute on Drug Abuse, 55 
percent of 8th graders have experi-
mented with alcohol—55 percent of 8th 
graders have experimented with alco-
hol. When I was attending a little two- 
room school back in the mountains of 
West Virginia, it would never have 
been thought of, nobody would think of 
a student’s going to school experi-
menting with alcohol. According to the 
study, 71 percent of 10th graders and 81 
percent of high school seniors have ex-
perimented with alcohol. What are 
they doing in school? What do their 
parents think about that? What are 
their parents doing about it? Are the 
parents doing the same at home? 

Even more alarming, perhaps, is the 
widespread occurrence of binge drink-
ing—measured by five or more drinks 
in a row at least once in the prior 2- 
week period. As indicated by the Moni-
toring the Future study, binge drink-
ing stands at 15 percent for 8th graders, 
24 percent for 10th graders, and 30 per-
cent for high school seniors. What a 
shame. 

Today, alcohol is infesting the lives 
of vulnerable young children at the 
hands of irresponsible parents and 
schools, and students are not just 
walking away from the empty beer bot-
tle with a so-called ‘‘buzz.’’ In 1996, ap-
proximately 2,315 drivers between the 
ages of fifteen and twenty lost their 
lives in alcohol-related traffic deaths. 

Yet, all the rage is about tobacco. I 
don’t have any criticism of that rage, 
but why not alcohol also? Nobody hears 
a peep, not even a peep, about alcohol 
abuse. 

More than 40 percent of all 16- to 20- 
year-old deaths result from motor vehi-
cle crashes, about half of whom die in 
alcohol-related crashes. Nobody reads 
about tobacco-related crashes. These 
are alcohol-related crashes. Where are 
the administration speakers? Why 
don’t they speak out about alcohol as 
well? Where are the churches? Where is 
the great moral force of the churches 
in this country anymore? 

Alcohol is a factor in the three lead-
ing causes of death for 15- to 24-year- 
olds—accidents, homicides and sui-
cides. There you have it. In approxi-
mately 50 to 60 percent of youth sui-
cides, alcohol is involved—not tobacco, 
but alcohol—booze. That is stuff that 
inflames one’s mind. Furthermore, 
links have been shown between alcohol 
use and teen pregnancies and sexually 
transmitted diseases. 

So, Mr. President, with the drinking 
onset age becoming younger and 
younger, colleges each year face an in-
flux of students who already know this 
drug all too well. Students walk on to 
college campuses today with booze on 
the brain—we have heard of water on 
the knee or water on the brain; these 
students have booze on the brain—com-
pletely apathetic to curriculum, major 
requirements, and freshman seminar 
choices. 

Fraternity parties run amuck with 
students hankering to get their hands 
on a beer or whatever may be the alco-
holic beverage of the night. According 
to a national survey recently released 
by researchers at Cornell and Southern 
Illinois universities, nearly three of 
every four fraternity leaders engage in 
binge drinking, averaging approxi-
mately fourteen drinks per week. Four-
teen drinks per week! 

Student alcohol abuse is the number 
one problem on college campuses 
across the nation, yet, precious little is 
being done to combat this destructive 
trend. In 1989, as part of the amend-
ments to the Drug-Free Schools and 
Communities Act, Congress passed a 
minimum set of requirements for col-
lege substance abuse policies as a con-
dition of receiving funds or any other 
form of financial assistance under any 
Federal Program. These regulations re-
quire institutions of higher education 
to certify to the Department of Edu-
cation that they have implemented a 
policy that prohibits the unlawful pos-
session, use, or distribution of drugs or 
alcohol on college property, or as part 
of a college activity, and to distribute 
to college students a document describ-
ing campus policy on alcohol and other 
drugs. 

While many schools reluctantly meet 
these minimum federal requirements, 
there are a select few that go far be-
yond the call of duty to combat alcohol 
abuse on campus. It is these schools, 
these candles that are glowing in the 
darkness, that deserve recognition for 
their efforts. I have read articles high-
lighting a northeastern school which 
has implemented substance-free hous-
ing on campus, reducing binge drinking 
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by as much as 30 percent in the past 
few years as a result of the program. It 
is this kind of progress which must be 
sought by parents and educators. How-
ever, such significant headway does not 
happen overnight, and certainly re-
quires much work and dedication. 

Again, my amendment names ten in-
stitutions of higher education each 
year with proven effective alcohol pre-
vention policies and awards each a 
grant of $50,000 to help get at the root 
of the problem. These awards would 
not be conferred haphazardly to 
schools that craft a pretty brochure on 
alcohol abuse, but do virtually nothing 
to enforce what has been put down on 
paper. Vacuous words do not have 
much meaning, but action does. There 
are some terrific programs out there, 
such as the one at the aforementioned 
northeastern school, which should 
serve as models for other schools still 
grappling with alcohol abuse problems. 
My amendment awards those schools 
that make a difference. 

Accordingly, my amendment lays 
forth explicit criteria which schools 
must meet in order to be eligible to re-
ceive a National Recognition award. 
Applicant colleges must have specific 
policies implemented on campus, in-
cluding restrictions on alcohol adver-
tising in campus publications and at 
sporting events, the establishment or 
expansion of alcohol-free living ar-
rangements for all students, and the 
development of partnerships with com-
munity members and organizations to 
further alcohol prevention efforts on 
campus. In addition, my amendment 
creates a review board, with members 
to be appointed by the Secretary of 
Education, to review and evaluate the 
applicant’s implementation of these 
policies on campus. 

Earlier this year, Secretary Shalala 
urged members of the National Colle-
giate Athletic Association (NCAA) to 
sever their ties with the alcoholic bev-
erage industry, and called on colleges 
to eliminate alcohol advertising from 
sporting events. I second that motion. 
After all, this is simple common sense. 
It is unequivocally evident that alcohol 
and sports do not mix, yet colleges con-
tinue to endorse alcoholic beverage 
sponsorship of athletic events. One par-
ticular school, until recently, actually 
herded basketball players from the 
locker room onto the home court by 
way of an inflatable silver tunnel re-
sembling a can of beer! 

My amendment included in the High-
er Education Act begins to touch upon 
some of the fundamental areas which 
must be addressed in halting this dead-
ly substance from further permeating 
college campuses. As we have learned 
this year from the tragic deaths of sev-
eral promising young students at some 
of our finest universities just this past 
year, the decision to drink alcohol can 
sometimes mean life or death, even 
when an automobile is not involved. 

Mr. President, I would like to ac-
knowledge Senator WELLSTONE, and 
thank him for his work on the Labor 

and Human Resources Committee in 
addressing the issue of college drinking 
prior to S. 1882 coming to the floor. 
Senator WELLSTONE was successful in 
including an extremely important 
counterpart to my amendment which 
creates a grant program for colleges to 
establish alcohol and drug treatment, 
counseling, as well as alcohol and drug 
education. I want to commend Senator 
WELLSTONE for his efforts and dedica-
tion to fighting alcohol abuse on col-
lege campuses. 

Mr. President, when I was a member 
of the West Virginia State Senate, 48 
years ago, I was a witness to the execu-
tion of a young man named James 
Hewlett at the West Virginia State 
Penitentiary, in Moundsville. I asked 
to be a witness because the law at that 
time required a certain number of wit-
nesses, to an execution. I asked to be a 
witness and the warden accepted me as 
a witness. Before the execution, I told 
the warden that I wanted to talk with 
this young man who was going to be 
executed at 9 p.m. He had shot a cab-
driver in the back and left the cab-
driver to die by the side of the road 
after robbing him and then drove off 
with the cab. This young man was later 
apprehended in a theater at Mont-
gomery, WV, and was convicted and 
sentenced to die in the electric chair. 

He did not wish to have a Chaplain in 
his cell. He scoffed at the idea of reli-
gion. But, as the days and weeks wore 
on, he asked for a Chaplain, because 
the Governor did not commute his sen-
tence. And, so, the young man knew 
that he was going to die. 

I went into the doomed man’s cell 
that evening and shook his hand. He 
was perspiring. I said, ‘‘I often speak to 
young people, 4–H groups, Boy Scout 
groups and Girl Scout groups, and I 
thought that you might have a mes-
sage that I could pass on to these 
young people.’’ 

He said, ‘‘Well, tell them to go to 
Sunday school and church. If I had 
gone to Sunday school and church, I 
probably wouldn’t be here tonight.’’ 

I turned to go after a few more 
words. He said, ‘‘Wait a minute. Tell 
them something else. Tell them not to 
drink the stuff that I drank.’’ Those 
were his very words. That was almost 
50 years ago, but I have told that story 
over and over to young audiences. 
‘‘Tell them not to drink the stuff that 
I drank.’’ 

I said, ‘‘Why do you say that?’’ 
The chaplain in his cell spoke up and 

said, ‘‘Do you see that little crack in 
the wall up there?’’ 

I looked up at the wall and said, 
‘‘Yes.’’ 

He said, ‘‘If he were to take a couple 
of drinks, he would try to get through 
that little crack in the wall. That’s 
what alcohol does to him.’’ 

I said goodbye and left, went back 
over to the warden’s office and, at the 
stroke of 9, we were back in the death 
house where we watched the execution. 
That was the story of Jim Hewlett, 
‘‘Tell them not to drink the stuff that 
I drank.’’ 

About 30 years later, I was visiting in 
the northern panhandle of West Vir-
ginia and someone said to me, ‘‘Why 
don’t you pay a visit to the home of 
Father so-and-so. He’s very ill, and it 
might help if you just stopped by and 
said hello.’’ I personally did not know 
the clergyman. 

I said, ‘‘Well, tell me where to go,’’ 
and I went. And the priest was there. 
He was very ill. I don’t know how the 
subject matter arose, how I came to 
tell this story to him, but I told this 
same story of having talked with Jim 
Hewlett just before the execution. 

I told it in greater detail than I am 
now telling my colleagues, and the 
priest just sat and listened. He never 
said anything. When I finished, he said, 
‘‘Yes. That’s the way it was. You see, I 
was the chaplain in that cell that night 
when you came to visit Jim Hewlett.’’ 

That young man said to me—those 
words I will never forget —‘‘Tell them 
not to drink the stuff I drank.’’ 

So I plead to our young people, those 
young pages who are here in this great 
Chamber and those who are listening 
and watching on television: Avoid alco-
hol. Stay away from it. There is noth-
ing good in it. And the point is, you 
may get into an automobile and kill an 
innocent person—a woman taking her 
children to school, to the library, to 
the hospital or to church. You may kill 
them. Smoking tobacco is bad, but to-
bacco won’t cause you to drive while 
drunk. 

I am not upholding tobacco, but what 
I am saying is, in this country, we have 
been engaged in a great crusade 
against tobacco, but nobody lifts a fin-
ger, nobody says a word, there is not a 
peep said about alcohol abuse. 

I implore the young people in this 
country to stop, look and listen before 
you ‘‘drink the stuff’’ that Jim Hewlett 
drank. 

I thank the managers for accepting 
my amendment, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
thank the Chair. Let me just say to my 
colleague from West Virginia that it 
was an honor to work with him on this 
amendment. I thank him for his elo-
quence and for all that he does in the 
Senate. 

Mr. President, other colleagues are 
here—two colleagues. I am going to be 
quite brief. I am going to speak briefly 
about an amendment I was going to 
offer, and then I was going to ask 
unanimous consent my slot be elimi-
nated. I wonder if that will be in order. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. That is fine. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. While I have the 

floor, I ask unanimous consent that my 
slot be eliminated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I will be very brief, be-

cause there are amendments that we 
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have in the evening ahead of us. Let me 
simply talk about a conversation I had 
with Nils Hasselmo, who was president 
of the University of Minnesota and 
dropped by my office yesterday. He 
works with the American Association 
of Universities. He said, ‘‘Look, Paul, I 
rather you not do this amendment. We 
in the higher education community 
want to work with you.’’ If so, fine. 

I want to refer for a moment to a re-
port. This was the Boyer Commission 
on Educating Undergraduates titled 
‘‘Reinventing Undergraduate Edu-
cation: A Blueprint for America’s Re-
search Universities.’’ This was dedi-
cated in memory of Ernest Boyer, who 
had been president of the Carnegie 
Foundation. Many of us knew Ernest 
Boyer as a visionary concerning edu-
cation. 

What concerns me about this report 
that came out a few months ago—and 
there were quite a few front-page sto-
ries about it—is the findings. 

To be very brief, the findings go as 
follows: That in all too many of our 
large research universities, under-
graduates go to these schools and their 
tuition is applied, of course, to the fi-
nances of these universities. They go in 
part because they hear about some of 
the university professors who have ex-
cellent reputations, but they never see 
them as teachers in their classes. It is 
not uncommon for undergraduates, 
first-year students—basically in their 
first year—to hardly have any profes-
sors—associate or full professors. It 
does seem to me if our universities and 
colleges are going to say they have a 
teaching mission, then there has to be 
some way that they live up to that 
mission. 

I could go on for hours and hours, but 
let me simply say that as an under-
graduate many years ago, I experienced 
this. I have been a rebel about this for-
ever. I think it is just simply unaccept-
able that in so many of our large re-
search institutions, the graduate stu-
dents are the priority, and the truth of 
the matter is, the undergraduates are 
not. I think when parents send their 
children—women and men—to go to 
higher education institutions, they 
have every right to expect that there 
will be a real emphasis on teaching to 
go along with that emphasis on re-
search and that, indeed, in their first 
year, these students will have a chance 
to have some of these professors as 
teachers. That is what is wrong. 

I was going to speak to this in an 
amendment. When I talked with Nils 
Hasselmo and talked with others in the 
higher education community, we 
agreed to bring some presidents to-
gether, bring some higher education 
people together and go through this 
and see what kind of changes can be 
made. 

I know that Mark Yudof at the Uni-
versity of Minnesota is doing some 
very good work to try and put more of 
an emphasis on what happens to first- 
year students, and I think some of that 
is coming from the higher education 
community. 

I have to say, I didn’t offer the 
amendment tonight, but I really want 
to see some changes take place here, 
and I believe there are many other Sen-
ators who will as well. The higher edu-
cation community has to be account-
able. There is a whole lot of Federal 
grant money that goes to these institu-
tions. With all due respect, I think we 
have a right to say, ‘‘Look, we want to 
make sure that you don’t just give lip 
service to teaching.’’ 

By way of conclusion, I want to men-
tion what was in this Carnegie report 
as a kind of, if you will, bill of rights 
for students which gives us some direc-
tion, some sense of direction that I 
think the universities can go on: 

(1) By admitting a student, an institution 
of higher education commits to providing 
the student maximal opportunities for . . . 
including— 

(A) opportunities to learn through inquiry 
rather than simple transmission of knowl-
edge; 

(B) training in the skills necessary for oral 
and written communication at a level that 
will serve the student both within the insti-
tution of higher education and in post-grad-
uate, professional and personal life; 

(C) appreciation of arts, humanities, 
sciences, and social sciences, and the oppor-
tunity to experience the arts, humanities, 
sciences, and social sciences at any intensity 
and depth the student can accommodate; and 

(D) careful and comprehensive preparation 
for whatever may lie beyond graduation, 
whether it be graduate school, professional 
school, or a first professional position. 

(2) A student in a research university has 
the right— 

(A) to expect to, and to have an oppor-
tunity for, work with talented senior re-
searchers to help and guide the student’s ef-
forts; 

(B) to have access to first-class facilities in 
which to pursue research, including labora-
tories, libraries, studios, computer systems, 
and concert halls; 

(C) to have many options among fields of 
study, and among directions to move within 
those fields, including areas and choices not 
found in other kinds of institutions; and 

(D) to have opportunities to interact with 
people of backgrounds, cultures, and experi-
ences different from the student’s own back-
ground, culture, and experience, and with 
pursuers of knowledge at every level of ac-
complishment, from freshmen students to 
senior research faculty. 

Mr. President, I say to President 
Hasselmo and others, I look forward to 
having discussions with the higher edu-
cation communities. I see several col-
leagues who are ‘‘education’’ Sen-
ators—the Senator from Maine, the 
Senator from Vermont. I am going to 
get a letter out to Senators saying if 
you want to be involved in a round-
table discussion, let’s do so. The Chair, 
the Senator from Utah, has a fierce in-
terest in education. I think he is one of 
the intellectuals in the U.S. Senate. 

I hope that we can work with the 
higher education community. Tonight 
won’t be the debate on the amendment, 
but I say to my colleagues in higher 
education, this was my background. I 
was a teacher, a professor for 20 years. 
The fact of the matter is, it is time to 
be more accountable. The fact of the 
matter is, you keep saying that teach-

ing is your mission, but with all due re-
spect, there is plenty of evidence that 
is not so much the case, and we ought 
to give these first-year students and 
these undergraduates a fair shake. 

I conclude by asking unanimous con-
sent that a series of statements and 
very powerful statements from stu-
dents around the country in relation to 
the higher education bill be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STUDENT PROFILES FOR HIGHER EDUCATION 
FLOOR STATEMENT 
DISTANCE LEARNING 

Amy Saeland: Amy is a 23-year old student 
at Northwest Technical College in Bemidji, 
MN. The distance learning program provides 
the flexibility she needs to schedule classes 
around work. However, the current federal 
student financial assistance restrictions pre-
vent her from fully benefiting from the ad-
vantages of distance education. 

Sue Listerud: (Inver Hills Community Col-
lege) ‘‘Distance learning is an ideal way for 
adults to go back to college. Making time to 
come to campus is extremely difficult. Edu-
cation and development of new skills allows 
students to enhance their employability. The 
non-traditional student needs non-tradi-
tional instructing methods.’’ 

Lu Schmidtke: (Inver Hills Community 
College) ‘‘Distance learning allows me to re-
ceive credit for knowledge I already have in 
addition to teaching me a great deal more 
about the subject. I can do this on my own 
time at my own pace with a minimum 
amount of time in class.’’ 

Gwen Borgen: ‘‘I am a Dean of Students at 
Badger School in Badger Minnesota. I am 
currently pursuing my Masters in Edu-
cational Administration through Bemidji 
State University. Working full-time and try-
ing to obtain this degree is quite a challenge. 
I am approximately 150 miles from Bemdiji 
so the convenience of distance learning is 
phenomenal. I am able to work full-time, 
raise a family, be involved in community 
and church and still work on my degree.’’ 

Jane Klaers: ‘‘I live in the town of 
Wabasso, MN. We have about 750 people in 
our town. I have been taking ITV classes off 
and on for about 3 or 4 years now through 
West Community College-Worthington cam-
pus. What I like most about these type of 
classes is that I don’t have to travel to a col-
lege to take college level classes. To me that 
is a tremendous advantage. I have 2 small 
children and having these types of classes 
has allowed me to continue my college stud-
ies. This system is a tremendous service to 
people such as myself that can’t go to the 
‘traditional’ classes.’’ 

Karen Affinito: Karen was admitted to the 
Master’s program in Education in April 1997. 
Ms. Affinito works as an Early Intervention 
Specialist with infants who are at high risk 
for cognitive and physical developmental 
problems. She has attempted to continue her 
education at local traditional educational 
institutions but found the time constraints 
of full-time employment and a family to be 
real barriers to her education. TGSA’s dis-
tance learning program is making her edu-
cation possible. 

Keitha Hatfield: Keitha is an office man-
ager for the Texas Conference of Churches, 
entered the Graduate School of America’s 
Master’s program in Organization and Man-
agement in October 1997. Through faculty- 
guided, self-directed study and the inter-
active capabilities of telecommunications 
and computer technology, The Graduate 
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School of America is able to deliver an edu-
cational experience that is personal, conven-
ient and of the highest quality. Her goal for 
her academic program is to develop the 
skills and knowledge which will enable her 
to establish a nonprofit foundation devoted 
to research on social innovation, the public 
sector, and current social systems. About 
her studies, Ms. Hatfield writes ‘‘ideas are 
the most important social force in history’’ 
and ‘‘all these ideas started with one indi-
vidual, one visionary, one dreamer who knew 
how to say ‘‘Why?’’ 

Susan Arakawa: Susan was admitted to the 
Graduate School of America’s Master’s pro-
gram in Interdisciplinary Studies in Feb-
ruary 1996. Ms. Arakawa had worked as an 
English as a Second Language (ESL) instruc-
tor for 10 year prior to beginning her aca-
demic work with TGSA; for three of those 10 
years, Ms. Arakawa lived, worked and stud-
ied in mainland China. Ms. Arakawa has 
structured her academic program to accom-
plish the research necessary to write and 
publish a book about the relations (historic 
as well as current) between China and the 
United States. Ms. Arakawa has made excel-
lent progress in her program and has begun 
work on the final project for her degree. 

Francis Jock: Francis is a Native Amer-
ican, admitted to the Graduate School of 
America’s Ph.D. program in Organization 
and Management in June 1994. Previously, he 
had spent 22 years in military service, 
achieving the rank of Command Master 
Chief Petty Officer and managing over 300 
enlisted personnel. It was very clear from 
Mr. Jock’s application that he was highly 
motivated to be a lifelong learner, he listed 
as one of his personal goals ‘‘to continuously 
improve my personal growth through con-
tinuing education.’’ Mr. Jock withdrew from 
The Graduate School of America in March 
1995 due to lack of funding. 

WORKING MANY HOURS WHILE GOING TO 
COLLEGE 

Eric Alleckson: (1997) Eric Alleckson, a 
junior and President of the student govern-
ment at Concordia College. Eric works two 
part time jobs, received financial assistance 
from his family, and will graduate with still 
large loans to repay. ‘‘Some money from 
loans is quite acceptable, if it is a reasonable 
amount,’’ Eric said, ‘‘[But] the burden of stu-
dent debt can be as restrictive as no edu-
cation at all.’’ Despite his two jobs and the 
sacrifice his parents are making financially, 
Eric says that his education would not be 
possible if there was no external financial as-
sistance. 

Abbie Weiss: Abbie will be a junior at 
Concordia University in St. Paul. She is in a 
one-parent, middle-class family. With the 
help of her father and the federal grant pro-
gram she is able to attend college. She still 
needs to work three on campus jobs and one 
off-campus job (25–30 hrs/wk) to pursue her 
education. Without the help of financial aid, 
finishing at Concordia will be threatened. 
‘‘Financial aid allows students to attend the 
college of their choice and to excel in their 
situation. My experience does not stand 
alone. Many other students are in the same 
situation that I am in and without help they 
may not be able to fulfill their dreams.’’ 

HIGH STUDENT LOAN DEBT 
Sonja Lenk: (1997) Sonja Lenk, a junior at 

Moorhead State, was attending college with 
financial help from MSU work study and her 
parents’ contributions, but will still grad-
uate with approximately $11,000 in student 
loan debt. 

Michael Kurowski: Michael, a senior at Wi-
nona State University and the MSUSA vice 
chair elect, received the unsubsidized Staf-
ford loan. He worked three jobs equaling 
close to 50 hours per week. Michael will have 

a loan debt of approximately $20,000. 
(PHOTO) 

Mario Hernandez: Mario, a senior at South-
west State University, in Marshall, MN, and 
the MSUSA MVP, received the Pell grant, 
state grants, the subsidized and unsubsidized 
Stafford loans. He worked approximately 30 
hours per week. Hernandez received scholar-
ships to help dampen the costs. His loan debt 
is $4500. (PHOTO) 

Tony Fragnito: Tony, a senior at Bemidji 
State University, in Bemidji, MN, received 
the Pell grant all four years of college. He 
also worked between 35–40 hours per week. 
Although Tony received one scholarship, 
most of his financial funding is from loans. 
His loan debt will be $12,000. 

Michael V. Nesdahl: Michael, a fifth year 
senior at Southwest State University, in 
Marshall, MN, didn’t receive any financial 
aid throughout his five years of college. He 
worked approximately 40 hours per week and 
was in the National Guard. Most of his fund-
ing was from the military. Nesdahl will have 
a loan debt of $7300. 

Tony Rust: Tony, a senior at Southwest 
State University, and the Minnesota State 
University Student Association state chair 
elect, received the Pell grant his freshman 
year only, the Perkins loan his first three 
years and the Stafford loan all four years. 
During his four years of college, Rust has 
worked at least 20 hours per week in order to 
pay for tuition and other expenses. His par-
ents have not helped him financially, but he 
did receive scholarships during his sopho-
more year. His loan debt will be approxi-
mately $20,000. 

Kay Wendling: Kay, a senior at Winona 
State, received no financial aid this year. 
However, in the past three years, Kay re-
ceived a subsidized Stafford loan. She 
worked at least 16 hours per week off campus 
and 10 hours per week on campus. She will 
have a debt of $13,000. 

Heidi deRuyter: Hedi, a senior at Moorhead 
State, and MSUSA treasurer and operations 
officer, received federal loans only. During 
her four years of college, deRuyter worked at 
least 20 hours per week. She received some 
scholarships the first year and her parents 
usually paid the interest on the loans. She 
will have a debt of $18,000. 

Francis Klinkner; Francis, a fifth year sen-
ior at Mankato State, and the MSUSA state 
chair, received no financial aid this year. 
However, he did receive the Pell and state 
grants and the Stafford loans during his first 
four years in college. Francis worked at least 
40 per week throughout his four years. His 
parents paid for his books, otherwise most of 
his funds came from loans. His debts will be 
$23,000. 

IMPACT OF WELFARE REFORM 
Crys Hans: Crys Hans, 28 years old, is 

transferring to the University of Minnesota 
from the Hibbing Community College and 
has maintained a GPA above a 3.8 while rais-
ing her 3-year-old daughter and working part 
time. Crys is determined to achieve financial 
independence for her and her daughter. How-
ever, under the new Welfare Reform legisla-
tion, Crys will have ‘‘even greater chal-
lenges.’’ In six months, her one year of ap-
proved education will expire; she will have to 
work a minimum of 30 hours a week; and, she 
has to begin paying for child care. Crys is 
concerned about the impact the new welfare 
reform guidelines will have on her ability to 
finish school, secure a good paying job, and 
support and spend time with her daughter 
Tiana. 

Colleen: Colleen, a divorced mother of two, 
dropped out of high school when she became 
pregnant. She obtained her GED; worked on 
a limited basis at a low wage office job; and 
decided that she needed a college degree to 

be able to support her family over the long 
term. She is enrolled in liberal arts classes 
at Minneapolis Community and Technical 
College and is doing very well. However, she 
would like to enroll in the Registered Nurs-
ing program to earn an A.S. degree. Because 
it takes 3 years to complete this degree (due 
to prerequisites needed), Colleen has had to 
put her dream on hold because of the welfare 
reform guidelines. The nursing degree would 
help Colleen achieve economic self-suffi-
ciency, which office worker positions would 
not. 

Camille Martinson: Camile is a single 
mother of 2 children. She is currently on the 
Minnesota Family Investment Program 
(state’s new welfare reform program) and re-
ceiving AFDC, MA, and food stamps, while 
attending North Hennepin Technical College. 
New welfare reform requirements are pres-
suring her to go to work now for $5.15 an 
hour, rather than finish her education and be 
qualified to earn up to $20 an hour as a nurse. 

Jonia Stanfel: Jonia, a single mother ma-
joring in computer programming at the Min-
neapolis Community and Technical College, 
will be finished with her A.S. degree in less 
than a year. She is getting A’s and should be 
able to support herself and her 3 young chil-
dren after she graduates. However, last sum-
mer she was told by her Stride caseworker 
that ‘‘we are not supporting education pro-
grams.’’ She was then told her child care 
would be discontinued and she must work 20 
hours per week to receive her MFIP grant. 
Because the computer curriculum is rig-
orous, she knew she could not work, raise 
her kids and put in the time needed to get 
her computer degree. So . . . she has taken 
out a $2,600 loan and is funding her education 
on her own for the next 9 months. Her ques-
tion is, ‘‘why wasn’t funding available to 
someone who wanted to earn a two-year de-
gree in a field with guaranteed jobs at high 
salaries?’’ Jonia feels fortunate that her col-
lege went to bat for her on the child care 
funding issue. But what happens to those 
people who don’t have such an advocate? 

Beth Frenette: Beth, a single mother of a 
two-year-old, has a clear cut career path in 
place when the new MFIP guidelines hit. Her 
plan was to earn a two-year degree and 
transfer to finish a B.A. degree in Elemen-
tary Education. To offset expenses, she was 
planning to get a job in Human Resources 
while in school. She began her plan by ap-
pealing for MFIP funding for her B.A. degree, 
but her appeal was denied. The reason: ‘‘if 
she can get a job now in Human Resources, 
she doesn’t need funding for additional edu-
cation.’’ She then enrolled at Minneapolis 
Community and Technical College to begin 
taking her general education requirements, 
and appealed again for MFIP funding. Her 
second appeal was also denied, for the same 
reason stated before. She had submitted a 
clear education plan at each appeal. With 
help from our Career Placement Director, 
Beth’s funding has been reinstated, although 
now she must squeeze 30 hours of work per 
week into her busy school and family sched-
ule. She will graduate from MCTC in 9 
months. 

Crystal Visneski: Crystal, a single mother 
of two, is a human services major at Min-
neapolis Community and Technical College. 
She is juggling her studies, her children, a 
part time job, and responsibilities as an 
MCTC student ambassador. The new work re-
quirement that came with the MFIP guide-
lines has drastically reduced the amount of 
time she can spend on her studies, as well as 
the time she can spend with her children, 
ages 41⁄2 and 20 months. She will have to miss 
her son’s graduation from preschool in June 
because she’s taking an extra class this sum-
mer to ensure that she will finish her degree 
before the MFIP one-year clock runs out. 
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Taking extra classes each quarter and satis-
fying the work requirement have created 
stress that has affected her patience with her 
children and her ability to focus on her stud-
ies. In addition, in the transition between 
her Stride program and MFIP, she lost her 
bus passes, her mileage reimbursement, and 
finally, her child care funding. She is now 
paying $1,000 a month for the cheapest child 
care available downtown, which is at the col-
lege’s child Care Center. She is not eligible 
for a sliding fee scale because she receives 
welfare. Crystal is caught in the middle. 

Latashie Brown: Latashsie, a single moth-
er in her 30’s, decided to return to college to 
enhance her nursing skills and improve her 
earning power. (PHOTO) 

Troyce Williams: Troyce is a single mother 
of four children who is working hard to com-
plete her studies at Minneapolis Community 
and Technical College within the one-year 
education requirement. Affordable housing 
and child care are critical to her graduating. 
(PHOTO) 

HOW CAN MY FAMILY AFFORD COLLEGE? 
Jacqueline Maddox: Jacqueline is a single 

parent who is concerned about how to pay 
for her daughter Bree’s college education 
next year. Her daughter was on the honor 
roll in high school and is involved in extra-
curricular activities. Bree’s father passed 
away when she was 13 years old and did not 
provide for her until he became terminally 
ill. Still, she will lose Social Security bene-
fits when she turns 18. There is no money left 
after the rent, utilities and food. It seems 
the only option is a student loan, but Jac-
queline is till paying back her own student 
loans. 

NON TRADITIONAL STUDENTS 
Paula Heinonen: After working for years in 

a rural hospital and raising four children, 
Paula Heinonen decided to return to school 
to enhance her skills. A non-traditional stu-
dent, Paula is a junior at the Center for Ex-
tending Learning at Bemidji State Univer-
sity in Bemidji, Minnesota. Paula is a wife, 
mother, worker, and student. 

Karen Ackland: Karen Ackland is a non- 
traditional student at Bemidji State Univer-
sity. Federal student financial aid and the 
TRIO program helped Karen return to school 
so that she could earn her baccalaureate de-
gree. 

Carla Barbeau: Carla started college at the 
age of 33 as a single parent with three chil-
dren ages 9, 11, and 12. It was very difficult 
to support her family earning only $6 an 
hour and no benefits so decided to attend 
college. She wanted to enhance her skills in 
order to get a better job that paid well and 
had good benefits. Not being able to attend 
summer school because of financial aid re-
strictions is only delaying her graduation 
with a computer science degree. The longer 
it will take to finish school, the longer it 
will take to get a better job. She has re-
ceived support from financial aid and federal 
TRIO programs. 

TRIO 
Mai Lor Yang: Mai Lor, (pronounced ‘‘My 

Low’’), who is an immigrant from Laos, is 
graduating from high school in Duluth this 
year, participated in the TRIO Upward 
Bound Program, and plans to attend college 
in the Twin Cities next fall. (PHOTO) 

Jeanie Kopf: 20 years ago, Jeanie, attended 
the U. of Superior with the intention of ob-
taining a BA in Political Science. This 
dream was brought to a close when, after the 
second semester, her state grant was cut off 
and the only way she could continue would 
be to take out student loans. Being that she 
was a single parent with a new baby the idea 
of compiling new amounts of financial debt 
was overwhelming. She could see no way out 

and chose to drop out of school and raise her 
child. She fully intended coming back to 
school when her son was in school himself. 
When her son was 9, he was diagnosed with 
Attention Deficit Disorder and she needed to 
care for him full-time. Her second son was 
born and was diagnosed with Tourette Syn-
drome in 1993 and is a strong advocate for his 
proper education services to address his 
needs. She was diagnosed with Multiple Scle-
rosis in 1988 and was injured in a car acci-
dent in 1995. It wasn’t until the accident be-
fore anyone mentioned the possibility of get-
ting financial aid through DRS. This pro-
gram ran out of funds and she then turned to 
the TRIO program. This program provided 
her with the support she needed to compete 
with the updated education field of today. 
The TRIO programs tutoring and study 
skills have proved to be indispensable to her. 

Shannon Ament-Yellowbird: Shannon 
Ament-Yellowbird, who is a graduate of the 
University of Minnesota-Duluth, is pursuing 
her dream of a career in medicine with the 
support from TRIO Upward Bound and the 
McNair Post-baccalaureate Achievement 
program. While student financial aid pro-
grams help students overcome financial bar-
riers to higher education, TRIO programs 
helps students overcome class, social aca-
demic and cultural barriers to higher edu-
cation. Shannon, a Lakota Indian, is a reg-
istered member of the Pine Ridge Reserva-
tion of South Dakota. 

Celena Hopp: Celena ia single parent, a 
Mexican-American female, welfare recipient 
and first-generation college student. She 
joined the STRIDE program in 1995 and be-
came an active participant. She relies on fi-
nancial aid, child care, and transportation 
assistance from STRIDE in order to come to 
school She also works part-time as a student 
worker in the college library. This year the 
STRIDE caseworker told her the new welfare 
requirements meant she could no longer pur-
sue her bachelor’s degree and that she had 
enough education and should immediately go 
to work. After three years of hard work in 
college, she had to fight to get approved just 
to stay in school for even one more year. 
STRIDE agreed to let her stay in school to 
complete an associate degree, provided she 
finished by spring of 1999. This was an ex-
tremely painful blow to her, especially since 
she was clearly on the road to transfer and a 
bachelor’s degree. 

BINGE DRINKING 
Janice Rabideaux: On November 1, 1997 

Janice, a 16-year-old high school student, 
died from alcohol poisoning at a sleep over 
party. She apparently drank a large amount 
of alcohol in a short period of time. There 
were no adults present when the police ar-
rived, but an adult provided the alcohol and 
the State District Court was looking into 
charges against her. 

Scott Krueger: On September 29, 1997, 
Scott Krueger became a victim of ‘‘binge 
drinking.’’ Scott was a freshman, fraternity 
member at MIT. He went to a fraternity 
party on September 25 where drinking was 
required in order to fit in. He died with a 
blood alcohol level of .41—five times the 
drunken-driving standard in Massachusetts. 
After Darlen Krueger’s comatose son left his 
frat house in a ambulance, one of the broth-
ers told her, ‘You have to understand—this 
was a very big night at our fraternity house.’ 
(Source: Newsweek June 15, 1998) 

Anonymous: A few years ago, an 18 year 
old freshman woman at a college in Min-
nesota went with 4 girlfriends to a ‘‘house 
party’’ at the home of several male students. 
All of the women engaged in binge drinking 
with a number of men at the party. They all 
became intoxicated. The young woman re-
members the room spinning and she and one 

of her girl friends were escorted to a bed- 
room by 2 men who lived in the house. She 
recalls coming in and out of consciousness 
while a number of men had sex with her and 
her friend. She recalls seeing four different 
men, none of whom she knew. Her friend re-
members nothing. 

Five die in car wreck in Winona: In 1997, 
five young people who died when their vehi-
cle plunged into the icy Mississippi River in 
Winona, Minnesota were legally drunk. The 
drowning victims were students and alumni 
at St. Mary’s University in Winona. 

Anonymous: In 1995, a sophomore student 
at a college in Iowa and other pledges of a 
fraternity were required to attend a formal 
ceremony called the ‘‘Big Brother/Little 
Brother Ceremony.’’ The ceremony is a re-
quired meeting all pledges must attend in 
order to become an initiated member of the 
fraternity. The pledges were taken down-
stairs together, and after stating an oath, 
they left with their new ‘‘Big Brothers.’’ The 
sophomore and other pledges were given a 
variety of beverages which they were ex-
pected to drink. The sophomore consumed a 
40-ounce bottle of beer and a flask of South-
ern Comfort liquor. As a result, he became 
intoxicated, unconscious and unable to prop-
erly care for himself sometime near 11 p.m. 
Then, he was taken upstairs by active mem-
bers of the fraternity. During various times 
in the night and the next day, members of 
the fraternity observed the sophomore stu-
dent lying unconscious, and members of the 
Fraternity drew on his skin including draw-
ing a beard on his face. No one could wake up 
the student as he lay snoring loudly and gur-
gling. No one called for an ambulance either. 
After 12 hours of being left alone, another 
fraternity member went upstairs to check on 
the sophomore and discovered he was not 
moving or breathing. Paramedics were called 
to the scene. He was pronounced dead imme-
diately. The medical examiner estimated his 
death at 7:00 a.m. He died of pulmonary 
edema, caused by acute alcohol intoxication. 
His blood alcohol level was measured to be 
.250 to .300 at its peak (Iowa law considers a 
person to be intoxicated at an alcohol level 
of .1 and .001 for under-aged drinkers. Most of 
the active members and pledges at the ‘‘Big 
Brother/Little Brother Ceremony’’ were 
under the age of 21. 

OTHER 
Mary Brklich: Mary Brklich, a sophomore 

at Hibbing Community College and single 
mother of three, will transfer to Winona 
State College after the spring semester to 
complete her bachelor’s degree. The Student 
Support Services and faculty at Hibbing 
Community College have assisted Mary and 
other non-traditional students to set their 
academic and professional goals, and the 
Support Services provide the encouragement 
and resources to reach them. 

Holly Spinks. Holly Spinks was a second 
year student at Century Community and 
Technical College in White Bear Lake, MN in 
1997. She planned to transfer to the Univer-
sity of Minnesota to finish a degree in psy-
chology so that she may become a counselor 
for diabetic children. Holly is diabetic, and 
annually spends approximately $3,000 for 
medical expenses. From two years of study 
as a full time student, Holly has already ac-
cumulated $10,000 in debt, and her mother is 
unable to help with the cost of school. She 
receives a annual $420 Pell Grant award and 
about $5,000 in loans, as well. The cost of 
school for Holly is roughly twice that 
amount. Holly affirms that the Pell Grant 
program must be fully funded and the min-
imum age for declaring independence must 
be dropped from 24 to 21. ‘‘I am not asking 
for a hand-out,’’ Holly said. ‘‘I am actively 
working to take my place in society as a pro-
ducer and taxpayer.’’ 
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Rick Harvala: In 1997, Rich Harvala, a stu-

dent in the Marketing Program at Northwest 
Technical College in Moorhead, MN, lives 
independently of his parents and works full 
time at Pizza Hut to finance his education. 
Even though Eric receives the Pell Grant 
and Minnesota Grant awards, he has already 
accumulated $5,000 in debt. Eric is 19 years 
old. He worries that he is not devoting 
enough time to his studies because of his full 
time employment. Eric has managed to 
maintain a 3.87 GPA, but wishes he could 
focus on school more seriously and wonders 
how the rising costs will affect him in the fu-
ture. ‘‘If financial aid increases do not keep 
pace with the ever climbing costs of a col-
lege education,’’ Eric explains, ‘‘students 
will be forced out of college and the pool of 
educated employees will dwindle.’’ 

WRESTLING 
Steve King: Steve was a national wrestling 

champion at a small Minnesota high school. 
he decided to attend Notre Dame for the 
academies. But then the school eliminated 
the wrestling program just before finals 
week at the end of King’s junior year. ‘‘It 
was devastating,’’ said King. Student ath-
letes were not consulted about the decision, 
he added. ‘‘We’re informed, boom, the pro-
gram’s dropped,’’ he said. He transferred to 
the University of Michigan, but he lost so 
many credits in the move that he had to go 
to summer school on his own money to be el-
igible. (Source: AP and Steve King) 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col-
league from Indiana, who is on the 
floor, my understanding is that we 
reached an accommodation or com-
promise when it comes to higher edu-
cation and ‘‘minor sports.’’ We will 
have the GAO study that will go for-
ward. And, in addition, we already have 
language in the bill that does call for a 
disclosure of financial information as 
to what is spent on different sports on 
the campuses. I think that is really im-
portant to a lot of us who were in-
volved in some of these ‘‘minor 
sports.’’ And I see those sports being 
cut right now in our institutions of 
higher learning. 

I thank my colleagues for their ac-
commodation. They seem ready to 
speak. I said I would be brief. I am 
done, I say to the Senator from Maine. 

I yield the floor. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I would like to en-

gage in a colloquy with the bill’s man-
ager, Senator JEFFORDS. 

In Title II, Improving Teacher Qual-
ity, the bill authorizes the Secretary of 
Education to award grants to states to 
reform teacher preparation and, on 
page 363, lines 13–15, ‘‘to ensure that 
current and future teachers posses the 
necessary teaching skills and academic 
content knowledge in the subject areas 
in which the teachers are assigned to 
teach.’’ 

In (1) beginning on lines 18, the bill 
includes as an authorized activity that 
can be funded by a grant, ‘‘reforms 
that hold institutions of higher edu-
cation with teacher preparation pro-
grams accountable for preparing teach-
ers who are highly competent in the 
academic content areas in which teach-
ers plan to teach, which may include 
the use of rigorous subject matter com-
petency tests and the requirement that 
a teacher have an academic major in 

the subject area, or related discipline, 
in which the teacher plans to teach.’’ 

I commend the committee for these 
provisions and believe they will be very 
helpful in training good teachers. 

Could the gentleman clarify a point 
for me? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I would be pleased 
to. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. The bill uses the 
language, ‘‘academic content areas in 
which the teachers plan to teach.’’ I 
am concerned that this would limit 
grants to programs that train teachers 
pursuing certain academic majors, 
such as biology or history or French. 

My concern is that individuals in 
teacher preparation courses preparing 
to teach in the elementary grades 
might be excluded. Students in prepa-
ration to teach at the elementary level 
would not have an academic major, in 
the traditional sense that is directly 
related to the subject that they plan to 
teach, in part because elementary 
teachers teach all subjects. 

Yet, I’m sure we all agree that strong 
teaching, particularly the teaching of 
reading and math at the elementary 
level, in the primary grades, is critical. 
It is fundamental to a student’s edu-
cational success in the subsequent 
grades. 

Do you not agree? 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Absolutely. I agree. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. And so, could you 

clarify that these funds could be used 
for teacher preparation programs pre-
paring teachers to teach in elementary 
and secondary schools, in particular el-
ementary reading and mathematics? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Yes, clearly, that is 
the intent. We do not intend to exclude 
the preparation of teachers for teach-
ing at the elementary and secondary 
level and we agree that good instruc-
tion in how to teach reading and ele-
mentary mathematics should be a 
major emphasis because giving stu-
dents a strong foundation in reading 
and math in the early years is critical 
to giving them a solid foundation for 
learning throughout their entire lives. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
speak about a provision that has been 
included in the managers’ amendment 
of the higher education legislation that 
we are considering. Specifically, I have 
some reservations about a provision, 
offered by Senator CRAIG of Idaho, 
which expresses a sense of Congress re-
garding the protection of student 
speech and association rights. 

I value highly the protections guar-
anteed to our nation’s citizens under 
the First Amendment to the United 
States Constitution. Freedom of speech 
and association are cherished rights. 
They are foundational rights, in that 
the ability to speak freely and criticize 
the government are necessary to en-
sure that other constitutional rights 
are guaranteed and that the system of 
government erected in the Constitu-
tion functions well. 

However, it must be remembered 
that the First Amendment was tar-

geted against government oppression 
and designed to protect against censor-
ship by the government—not by pri-
vate individuals or institutions. The 
Bill of Rights was adopted to address 
the concern that the new federal gov-
ernment would not accord sufficient re-
spect for the rights of individual citi-
zens. It protects the citizens from the 
government, not from other citizens. 
As Thomas Jefferson wrote in a Decem-
ber 20, 1787 letter to James Madison, ‘‘a 
bill of rights is what the people are en-
titled to against every government on 
earth.’’ The protections of the Bill of 
Rights were designed to check specific 
abuses that can flow from government 
power; they were neither designed nor 
intended to be a general code of con-
duct applicable to all citizens. Indeed, 
a wholesale application of the Bill of 
Rights to all private citizens would 
turn these key protections on their 
head—provisions designed to safeguard 
individual liberty would become the in-
strument for limiting individual lib-
erty. 

The United States Supreme Court 
has long recognized the unique role of 
the Bill of Rights as a limitation on 
government action through the state 
action doctrine. With the exception of 
limited circumstances in which some 
heavily regulated quasi-private enti-
ties are deemed state actors for limited 
purposes, the Supreme Court has re-
fused to treat private entities as state 
actors to which the Bill of Rights 
apply. Two cases, Flagg Brothers, Inc. 
v. Brooks from 1978, and Jackson v. 
Metropolitan Edison Co., from 1974, ar-
ticulate the Court’s position in this 
area. 

The notion that the Bill of Rights is 
directed exclusively at government ac-
tion is implicit in the First Amend-
ment itself. The First Amendment pro-
tects citizens not only from govern-
ment regulation of speech, but also 
limits the government’s ability to 
interfere with the right of individuals 
to join together to form private asso-
ciations and organizations, including 
private educational institutions. A pri-
vate college or university may choose 
to remain private in nature so that it 
can maintain control over its edu-
cational mission and policies. Whole-
sale application of the First Amend-
ment protections to private institu-
tions does not vindicate the First 
Amendment right to speech, but rather 
ends up restricting the First Amend-
ment freedom of association. 

None of this is meant to suggest that 
the federal government should never 
impose conditions on private institu-
tions that receive federal funds. Al-
though there has been an excessive 
tendency toward applying such manda-
tory conditions, there are situations in 
which Congress can properly insist 
that organizations receiving federal 
funds maintain certain minimum 
standards or not use the funds for ques-
tionable purposes. Even in the specific 
context of federal funds directed to pri-
vate institutions of higher learning, it 
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may be appropriate for Congress to in-
sist that beneficiaries afford some 
rights to their students. 

My concern is not that the Craig pro-
vision favors imposing some conditions 
on these institutions, but that it im-
ports wholesale the limitations and re-
strictions developed over two centuries 
of cases interpreting the First Amend-
ment. There is no reason to think that 
liberties designed to protect private in-
dividuals and entities from the govern-
ment will strike the appropriate bal-
ance in the very different relationship 
between a student and a private college 
or university. Fortunately, the meas-
ure before the Senate today is not leg-
islation that would impose the First 
Amendment directly on private edu-
cational institutions, but rather a 
sense of the Congress resolution that 
these constitutional limitations should 
apply to private institutions. I do not 
share that sense, and if the measure be-
fore the Senate were binding legisla-
tion, I would exercise my rights in an 
effort to change the legislation. How-
ever, in light of the non-binding nature 
of the Craig provision, I am content to 
note my views and concerns for the 
record. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of S. 1882, the Higher 
Education Reauthorization Act, which 
is perhaps the most important piece of 
legislation Congress will pass this year 
to ensure that more Americans have a 
shot at the American Dream. 

This legislation makes important 
strides both in improving the edu-
cation students receive within colleges 
and universities and in increasing ac-
cess to higher education. 

For example, the bill makes signifi-
cant improvements in teacher training. 
It authorizes $300 million for competi-
tive grants to states improve teaching, 
and it also authorizes $37 million for 
grants to institutions with teacher 
education programs working in part-
nership with school districts in under-
served areas in an effort to recruit 
teachers to communities that are most 
in need of assistance. 

It also provides support for institu-
tions that serve large numbers of low- 
income students. In particular it cre-
ates a new authorization for tribal col-
leges, which play an important role in 
educating students in my state of Ne-
braska. 

But most importantly, this legisla-
tion is important because it opens the 
doors of higher education to more indi-
viduals. It helps more individuals ac-
quire the knowledge and skills that 
will help them make better lives for 
themselves and their families. 

Approximately $45 billion in this bill 
is devoted to postsecondary grants and 
loans for students. This is wise invest-
ment for all Americans because this fi-
nancial assistance to obtain higher 
education helps individuals increase 
their earning power once they grad-
uate. When we increase the income of 
Americans, we reduce spending and in 
turn reduce the tax burden on our citi-
zens. 

According to the U.S. Census, college 
graduates make an average of $600,000 

more over their lifetime than do indi-
viduals without a college degree. That 
differential has doubled in the last 15 
years. 

An individual with a bachelors degree 
can expect to earn $1.4 million over the 
course of a lifetime. With a profes-
sional degree, that person can earn 
over $3 million in a lifetime. 

But currently, on 60% of high school 
graduates go on to college, and by the 
time they are 25 years old, only about 
25% have a college degree. Many young 
people have the intellectual ability to 
succeed in college, but they do not 
have the financial ability. 

We still have much work to do as we 
try to figure out how to make higher 
education more affordable. 

Nationwide we have about 10 million 
students enrolled in four-year and two- 
year public colleges and universities. 
About 83,000 of those students are in 
school in Nebraska. 

We have about 2.5 million in private 
institutions—19,000 in Nebraska. About 
36% of students nationwide receive 
some form of Title IV assistance: 22% 
receive Pell Grants; 22% receive sub-
sidized loans; 10% receive unsubsidized 
loans; not to mention a smaller per-
centage who receive PLUS loans, Fed-
eral Work Study, Supplemental Edu-
cational Opportunity Grants, and Per-
kins loans. 

In public institutions in Nebraska, 
the number of Pell grants is about 
20,000. The dollar volume is $27.4 mil-
lion. And the number of loans made to 
Nebraska students in public institu-
tions is about 40,000. That dollar vol-
ume is $137 million. 

This $137 million is a substantial in-
crease over the 1990–91 loan dollar vol-
ume, which was $43.5 million. We must 
figure out how to bring student loan 
debt under control. 

At the same time, we must remember 
that Title IV assistance goes to those 
most in need. 91% of Pell recipients 
have incomes of $30,000 or less. 65% of 
all recipients of subsidized loans have 
incomes of $30,000 or less. 

This bill is a step in the right direc-
tion. It increases the authorization for 
maximum Pell Grants to $5,000 for 
1999–2000. But it also calls for more re-
porting by institutions on college 
costs. 

Reducing college costs and increasing 
access to higher education must be a 
joint effort. I am pleased to be a part of 
this effort. 

I am also pleased to contribute to 
this legislation in a number of other 
ways. The bill includes a Web-based 
education commission to determine 
the Federal role in helping parents, 
students, and teachers identify high- 
quality educational software. 

With Senator WELLSTONE and others, 
I encouraged the expansion of distance- 
learning opportunities through the 
Learn Anytime Anywhere partner-
ships. 

We must also continue to stress the 
need for substantive partnerships be-
tween higher education institutions, 
K–12 institutions, and business commu-
nities. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to 
pass S. 1882 so that all Americans will 

have a shot at achieving the American 
Dream. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, we have 
before us the important task of reau-
thorizing the Higher Education Act for 
the next five years. I rise today in sup-
port of reauthorization, and I want to 
congratulate my friend, the Chairman, 
Senator JEFFORDS, for his efforts to 
bring the Senate a bill that makes a 
higher education more affordable to all 
Americans. 

The Higher Education Act of 1998 
continues a vital component of our na-
tion’s commitment to providing the 
very best education possible to our 
citizens. In particular, it is the pro-
grams reauthorized in this bill that to 
a great degree determine the shape of 
our federal presence in postsecondary 
education. In fact, nearly all of the 
available federal student aid, and about 
70 percent of all financial aid awarded 
to postsecondary students, comes as a 
result of this act. And overall, Higher 
Education Act programs are respon-
sible for an estimated $35 billion in 
grant, loan, or work-study assistance. 

As we all know, the principal objec-
tive of the HEA is to expand postsec-
ondary education opportunities, par-
ticularly for low income individuals, as 
well as increasing the affordability of 
postsecondary education for moderate 
income families. Since 1966, the Guar-
anteed Student Loans Program within 
the Higher Education Act—now called 
the Federal Family Education Loan 
(FFEL)—has provided over $143 billion 
to students. In 1993, the program 
reached an all time high of $16.5 billion 
in new loans. 

Today, at a time when 71 percent of 
Americans—71 percent—think a college 
education is not affordable for most 
families, building on these successes is 
all the more pressing. That is why, 
throughout the reauthorization proc-
ess, I have expressed the belief that it 
is critical we ensure the student loan 
program is strengthened in ways that 
will increase access. 

I have always said that there is more 
to balancing the budget than making 
our debits equal our credits. Rather, 
it’s about leadership, fiscal responsi-
bility and being visionary in our in-
vestments. In order to survive the 
many multi-faceted challenges of the 
21st century, we will have to invest 
heavily —more than ever before—in 
giving the essential tools to our coun-
try’s greatest natural resource: today’s 
students who are tomorrow’s work-
force. 

That’s why, as a member of the Sen-
ate Budget Committee, I have continu-
ously fought to make education a pri-
ority during the balanced budget de-
bate, and—specifically—have fought to 
preserve funding for the Student Loan 
program. In a world of increasing glob-
al competition, now is NOT the time to 
be reducing the Federal commitment 
to higher education! 
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The fact is, education is the great 

equalizer in our society that can give 
every citizen of our nation—regardless 
of race, income, or geographic back-
ground—the same opportunity to suc-
ceed in the global economy of the 21st 
century. This point is especially impor-
tant when one considers that of the 
new jobs that are being created—and 
will be created—more than half of the 
new jobs that are being created will re-
quire education beyond high school. 

Education is also the biggest single 
factor in the so-called ‘‘income gap’’. 
Consider these statistics from the Cen-
sus Bureau: In 1990, for example, the 
average income for high school grad-
uates was almost $18,000. But those who 
had 1 to 3 years of a college education, 
earned on the average $24,000. And 
those who graduated from college and 
received a college diploma received an 
average salary of $31,000. We simply 
must ensure that our young people 
have access to our system of higher 
education if they are to succeed in the 
changing global environment and 
maximize their earnings potential. 

That’s why the bill we’re considering 
is so important. It maintains and im-
proves the various grant, loan, and 
work study assistance programs al-
ready available under the Higher Edu-
cation Act. It reduces the interest rate 
on student loans. It increases the max-
imum Pell Grant award by $200 per 
year, up to $5,800 by 2004. It removes 
various barriers for independent stu-
dents seeking financial assistance. And 
it cancels loans for students who agree 
to teach for at least three years in 
high-need areas. 

This is a significant step forward in 
our commitment to building a brighter 
future for the generations that will 
succeed us. I want to thank the mem-
bers of the Senate Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources for their work 
on this bill, and in particular the Com-
mittee Chairman, Senator JEFFORDS, 
for accommodating some of my con-
cerns in his manager’s amendment. Be-
cause the federal role in higher edu-
cation extends beyond loans, I believe 
that the changes which were incor-
porated have made for a stronger bill, 
and I appreciate his willingness to 
work with me on their inclusion. 

The first provision increases the per-
sonal liability and responsibility of 
owners of proprietary schools to ensure 
their students receive the education 
that they were promised and pur-
chased. This is important when you 
consider what happened to students at 
the Maine Academy of Hair Design, 
where the school was closed and the 
students left without recourse—or the 
education they paid for. I am pleased 
that the House bill already contains 
this provision, and its inclusion in the 
Senate version will ensure that it will 
be adopted in the upcoming House-Sen-
ate conference. 

The second provision requires the 
General Accounting Office in consulta-
tion with the Inspector General at the 
Department of Education to issue a re-

port to Congress outlining changes in 
federal law, and changes in administra-
tive procedures at the Department, 
that would ensure property transfers, 
such as the recent one involving 
Nasson College and its former owner in 
my home state of Maine—could be pre-
vented in the future. In the case of 
Nasson, the Department of Education 
conducted an auction in which pur-
chaser and seller represented the same 
individual—the person ultimately re-
sponsible for paying on the mortgage, 
who for ten years had failed to make 
payments toward the $600,000 he owned 
to the Department, or to pay $28,500 in 
back property taxes to the community. 
It is an outrage—but, according to the 
Department of Education, perfectly 
legal. The language in the bill will help 
us in rewriting the law to prevent this 
from happening again. 

And finally, I am pleased that the 
Committee, during markup, included a 
provision I authored along with Sen-
ator DODD to address the needs of low- 
income students who are parents. The 
‘‘Child Care Access Means Parents in 
Schools’’ provision, or ‘‘CAMPUS’’, au-
thorizes three-year grants to institu-
tions of higher education to support or 
help establish a campus-based child 
care program serving the needs to low- 
income student parents. The Secretary 
will award grants based on applications 
submitted by the institution, and the 
grant amount will be linked to the in-
stitution’s funding level for Pell 
Grants, in order to assure that the pro-
gram reaches low-income students. 

Senator DODD and I have worked to-
gether before on child care issues and I 
want to thank him for his leadership 
on the CAMPUS Act. 

The bottom line is, students are more 
likely to remain in school, and to grad-
uate sooner and at a higher rate, if 
they have CAMPUS-based child care. 
These services are particularly critical 
for older students who go back to 
school to get their degree or to im-
prove their skills through advanced 
education. This is especially important 
in today’s economy, where people need 
to continuously train and retrain in 
order to meet the demands of high-tech 
jobs. 

Mr. President, this has been a care-
fully crafted bill that fulfills one of 
America’s most important needs as we 
close out this century and look to the 
next. I wholeheartedly support this re-
authorization of the Higher Education 
Act, and I urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
am pleased today to support S. 1882, 
the Higher Education Act reauthoriza-
tion bill. 

The bill has several important fea-
tures: 

It authorizes $300 million for reform-
ing and strengthening teacher training 
so that teachers will be better prepared 
to teach elementary and secondary stu-
dents. 

It continues student loans and in-
creases the maximum authorized Pell 

grant from $4,500 to $5,800 in 1999 to 
help students regardless of income 
level get a college education. 

It continues federal support for col-
leges and universities, such as science 
and engineering programs and graduate 
fellowships. 

Education, particularly a college 
education, can open many doors in our 
society. 

Today, approximately 22 percent of 
all jobs in the U.S. require at least a 
bachelor’s degree, up from 15.8 percent 
in 1996, according to Occupational Out-
look Quarterly. People with bachelor 
degrees have median incomes about 60 
percent higher than for those with only 
a high school education. 

In California, shifts in the economy 
make higher education more important 
than ever. Service-related jobs, such as 
those in high technology, have dis-
placed many traditional manufac-
turing jobs. These new jobs require a 
level of knowledge and skill that can 
for the most part only be gained by a 
college education. 

There are at least three specific fac-
tors that make this bill important to 
my state: 

First, California has 21,000 teachers 
on emergency credentials and will need 
up to 300,000 in the next decade. 

Second, California has many first 
generation, bilingual and ‘‘nontradi-
tional’’ students, that this bill will as-
sist. 

Three, the bill provides for increases 
in several student assistance programs. 
Californians receive $1.7 billion in fed-
eral student financial aid. Over 400,000 
Pell grants go to California students. 

5th year Pell grant. The Senate 
today unanimously accepted my 
amendment to authorize the Secretary 
of Education to award on a case-by- 
case basis Pell grants for disadvan-
taged students for the fifth year of 
teacher education required in Cali-
fornia to get a teaching credential. 
This will enable many disadvantaged 
students to become teachers, at a time 
when we are facing a severe teacher 
shortage and have 21,000 teachers in 
the classroom on emergency creden-
tials. 

Distance learning. I am also grateful 
that the managers have accepted two 
of my amendments to the distance 
learning demonstration (teaching away 
from the traditional campus via a com-
puter, teleconferencing or other tech-
nologies). The manager’s amendment 
includes a clarification that university 
‘‘systems’’ (e.g., UC system, CSU sys-
tem) would be eligible and the bill now 
authorizes 15 sites, up from 5 author-
ized in the committee bill. 

Limited English Proficient Students/ 
School Districts: The bill authorizes 
state grants for innovative ways to re-
duce teacher shortages in high poverty 
areas. At my suggestion, the bill in-
cludes as eligible or target areas, 
school districts with disproportionate 
numbers of limited English speaking 
children. This is especially important 
in California, where 1.3 million stu-
dents have limited English proficiency, 
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a tripling since 1986, and where 87 lan-
guages are spoken. 

Study of Few Borrowers: The bill 
provides that schools whose student 
loan default rate exceeds 25% for three 
years will be ineligible to participate 
in the student loan program. For 
schools like California’s community 
colleges, that have just a few bor-
rowers, this method gives the appear-
ance of having a very high default rate. 
For example, if the school has only 
four borrowers but two defaulters, they 
would have a 50 percent default rate. 
The manager’s amendment includes my 
suggestion of a study of the effective-
ness of this measurement method by 
September 30, 1999. 

Enrollment in California’s public 
schools, the college generation of the 
future, is growing at three times the 
national rate. Enrollment in the three 
major segments of higher education 
will increase by 28.9 percent, or by 
549,144 students, between 1996 and 2006, 
according to the state’s Department of 
Finance. 

California will have this surge in col-
lege applicants because (1) the number 
of high school graduates has increased 
by 22 percent since 1993; (2) many adult 
workers are changing careers by choice 
because of organization restructuring, 
or to enhance their employment skills; 
(3) migration to California from other 
states and countries is continuing; and 
(4) more Californians over 40 are pur-
suing lifelong learning. 

California’s higher educational sys-
tem has four components: the Univer-
sity of California system, the Cali-
fornia State University system, the 
community system, and private col-
leges and universities. 

The University of California (UC) 
consists of nine campuses that served 
129,257 undergraduate students and 
40,605 graduate students in fall 1997. UC 
educates approximately one in twelve 
of all postsecondary students in Cali-
fornia, and includes the top one-eighth 
of high school graduates. Total enroll-
ment at UC is projected to grow by 
about 36,500 students by fall 2006. 

In addition to providing instruction 
in liberal arts and the sciences, UC has 
exclusive public responsibility for doc-
torate, law, medicine, dentistry, and 
veterinary medicine degrees. The UC 
campuses, especially Berkeley and 
UCLA, are some of the most pres-
tigious public or private institutions in 
the nation and the world. 

The California State University Sys-
tem (CSU) consists of 22 regional cam-
puses with 276,054 undergraduate stu-
dents, and 67,725 postbaccalaureate and 
graduate students enrolled in fall 1997. 
This was one in six of every student en-
rolled in higher education in Cali-
fornia. Enrollment is expected to grow 
by 31.4 percent or 105,809 students by 
year 2006. 

Another characteristic of the CSU 
system is its large number of ‘‘non-
traditional’’ students, students who are 
older than the usual college age. This 
is because many community college 

graduates transfer to CSU and many 
CSU students are working people seek-
ing to progress professionally or main-
tain technical proficiency. 

CSU’s primary function is to provide 
instruction in the liberal arts and 
sciences and CSU prepares 60 percent of 
the state’s teaching force with 21 
teacher preparation programs. 

The need for new teachers in my 
state is especially critical because 
there are currently 31,000 elementary 
and secondary classrooms being taught 
by men and women without full teach-
ing credentials. 

A major emphasis of the bill to which 
I give my full and enthusiastic support 
is to increase support for teacher edu-
cation and to emphasize reform, ac-
countability, and competency. Funds 
are provided to both states and post-
secondary institutions for strength-
ening teacher training. 

Another important element of higher 
education in California is the Cali-
fornia Community system, the largest 
community college system in the 
world. Its 106 campuses provided voca-
tional, academic, and community serv-
ice programs to over 1.4 million stu-
dents of varying ages, income levels 
and educational backgrounds in 1997. 
Roughly three of four public postsec-
ondary students were enrolled in com-
munity colleges. The system is ex-
pected to increase by 28.9 percent as its 
attendance is projected to be over 1.8 
million by fall 2006. A notable increase 
between 1990 and 1997 has been in the 
age group 50 and older, which grew by 
21 percent. 

Students at community colleges are 
older and tend to be employed full- 
time, many supporting families. Ap-
proximately 41 percent of community 
college students are in the 20–29 age 
group. Older students, particularly 
those over 40, are seeking postsec-
ondary education for several reasons, 
including career enhancement, job dis-
placement, divorce (especially for 
women), personal growth, and reforms 
in government assistance programs. 

The student aid provisions of the bill 
will be particularly helpful to these 
students. 

The bill also helps three specific 
types of institutions: Hispanic-serving 
institutions, tribal colleges and univer-
sities, and historically Black colleges 
and universities. Although California 
does not have any historically Black 
universities, more than 2,000 students 
do attend Hispanic-serving institutions 
and tribal colleges and universities. DQ 
University in Davis serves Native 
Americans from California and other 
states; and the National Hispanic Uni-
versity is a California higher education 
institution with a 25 percent or more 
Hispanic enrollment. This reauthoriza-
tion bill strengthens these institutions 
by providing special grant awards to 
help them serve these populations and 
to become financially stable. 

Student financial aid is a critical 
component of higher education in Cali-
fornia. Expenses for tuition and sup-

plies at California’s postsecondary in-
stitutions, public and private, averaged 
$19,500 during the 1997–98 school year. 
The California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission estimates that 50– 
55 percent of students at California’s 
public and private institutions are re-
ceiving some form of state, federal or 
institutional financial assistance. 

Federal student grant and loan pro-
grams since 1973 have enabled people to 
go to college. Tuition at higher edu-
cation institutions throughout the 
United States is increasing at rates 
higher than the consumer price index 
(CPI) and the growth in family in-
comes. This is particularly troubling 
for California, a high cost state. In 1993 
the CPI was 2.7 percent and average un-
dergraduate fees for the University of 
California system was $3,044.00. The 
CPI in 1997 was 1.7 percent while the 
UC fees rose to $4,166, an increase of 
136.9 percent! 

Total expenses during the 1997–1998 
school year to attend the University of 
California at Berkeley were $13,169 a 
year; at UC San Diego, $13,400; at Cali-
fornia State University, Chico, $10,000. 
For private schools, the costs are more 
than $20,000 a year—at Occidental, 
$26,000; University of the Pacific, 
$25,000; and Stanford, $30,000. College 
affordability is becoming more dif-
ficult. 

By continuing federal grant and loan 
programs, this bill will be a big help to 
many California families. 

I strongly support S. 1882, the Higher 
Education Act Reauthorization of 1998 
because it continues the federal com-
mitment to an important endeavor of 
our society, the pursuit of a college 
education, increasingly the gateway to 
economic self-sufficiency. It will also 
revamp and toughen federal support for 
teacher training, a dire need in my and 
most states. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in 
supporting this bill. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to express my strong support 
for the teacher training amendment 
that Senator BINGAMAN has offered. I 
am proud to be his prime cosponsor, 
and I want to thank the Committee 
leadership for agreeing to accept this 
provision as part of the managers’ 
amendment. 

The proposal we have put forward ad-
dresses an issue critical not just to the 
future of our public schools but to our 
nation as a whole—the quality of 
teachers who will be preparing our 
children to be productive 21st century 
citizens and to compete in the Informa-
tion Age economy. 

There is growing evidence that many 
of the education schools charged with 
developing the next generation of 
teachers are failing at their funda-
mental mission. Our amendment seeks 
to focus attention on this problem, to 
push these seedbeds of teaching to set 
higher standards for their graduates, to 
hold them accountable when they 
don’t, and ultimately to raise up the 
quality of the next generation of Amer-
ican teachers. 
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To understand the importance of this 

problem, it is important to first put it 
into the context of today’s education 
debate. We all recognize that we have 
many outstanding public schools and 
many outstanding teachers working in 
them, men and women who are heroes 
in every sense of the word, for their 
dedication to helping America’s stu-
dents to fulfill their potential and real-
ize their dreams. But it is becoming 
readily apparent that there are also 
many schools that are not meeting our 
expectations, that are failing to pro-
vide many students with the academic 
skills they need to succeed in an in-
creasingly knowledge-based labor mar-
ket, and that in particular are denying 
a distressing number of inner city chil-
dren any chance of escaping the pov-
erty and hopelessness that surrounds 
them. 

We hear this over and over from par-
ents, who tell us that they are deeply 
concerned about the health of our edu-
cation system and who list improving 
our schools as their top priority. And 
we see this over and over in the mount-
ing number of alarming studies and 
surveys that have been released re-
cently, which taken collectively indi-
cate that we remain a nation at risk 
even 15 years after that landmark re-
port was issued. 

One of the most publicized and com-
pelling warning signs came from the 
latest results of the TIMSS test, which 
showed that our 12th-graders ranked 
near the bottom of the world in their 
knowledge of math (19th out of 21 na-
tions) and science (16th out of 21). Our 
advanced students did even worse, scor-
ing dead last in physics. 

Another troubling indicator came 
from a broad Public Agenda survey of 
employers and college professors, the 
prime consumers of K–12 education in 
this country, which found profound dis-
satisfaction with the way public 
schools are preparing students. More 
than 60 percent of employers and three 
quarters of professors said they believe 
that a high school diploma is no guar-
antee a student has learned the basics, 
and nearly 7 out of 10 employers said 
the high school graduates they see are 
not ready to succeed in the workplace. 

With this heightened scrutiny, it is 
becoming clear that a big part of the 
problem is the caliber and performance 
of many of the teachers we count on to 
help our children meet the increasingly 
high standards we are setting for them. 
The fact is that many college students 
who choose to go into teaching today 
fall near the bottom of their peer group 
academically—a survey of students in 
21 different fields of study found that 
education majors ranked 17th in their 
performance on the SAT. For those 
that go on to become secondary school 
teachers, a stunning member lack any 
expertise in their core field of instruc-
tion—one national survey found 36 per-
cent did not major or even minor in 
their main teaching subject. 

Also alarming is the dismal perform-
ance of many teaching candidates on 

state licensing and certification exams 
and other assessments of their quali-
fications. In Hawaii, for example, more 
than half of the 986 hires made in this 
past school year either failed to pass or 
complete certification tests that by all 
accounts have generous cut-off scores. 
In Long Island, only one in four teach-
ing candidates in a pool of 758 could 
pass an English test normally given to 
11th-graders. And most recently in 
Massachusetts, in a case that has re-
ceived national media attention, 59 
percent of the 1,800 candidates who 
took the state’s first-ever certification 
exam flunked a literacy exam that the 
state board of education chairman 
rated as at ‘‘about the eighth-grade 
level.’’ 

The situation in Massachusetts has 
generated real outrage, and for good 
reason. Studies have shown conclu-
sively that the quality of teaching is 
one of the greatest determinants of 
student achievement, and also that 
low-performing students make dra-
matic gains when they study with the 
most knowledgeable teachers. So we 
should be deeply troubled by the trends 
we are seeing, especially when we con-
sider that the surge in student enroll-
ment we’re expected to face over the 
next decade will necessitate the hiring 
of up to 2 million new teachers. If we 
do not confront this problem now, we 
could be facing an incompetence boom 
in our schools that would doom our 
hopes of true education reform. 

A number of states have begun to re-
spond to the crisis in teacher quality 
and reevaluate their standards for cer-
tification and the tests they use to 
judge subject knowledge. Texas in par-
ticular has been at the forefront of this 
movement, implementing a com-
prehensive teacher quality and ac-
countability plan that among other 
things will crack down on education 
schools that continually churn out un-
qualified graduates. 

But this is truly a national problem 
that demands a national response, and 
the legislation we are considering 
today offers us a valuable opportunity 
to do something concrete to fix this 
problem. The underlying bill makes an 
important step in that direction 
through the new teacher training title 
it creates, which will encourage states 
and local school districts to: set tough-
er standards for their certification 
exams; expand efforts to recruit top- 
notch teachers in high-need content 
areas like math and science; improve 
their professional development pro-
grams for veteran teachers and men-
toring programs for newcomers; and to 
create new partnerships that will draw 
on the expertise and resources of the 
business and higher education commu-
nities to produce better, more knowl-
edgeable teachers. 

The amendment that Senator BINGA-
MAN and I have proposed, and that the 
Committee leadership graciously ac-
cepted, is meant to be a complement to 
that new title, in that it targets the 
problem of teacher quality at its 

source, the nation’s education schools. 
While there are many excellent train-
ing programs interspersed throughout 
the country, there are also a surprising 
number of schools that are routinely 
graduating inept teaching candidates. 
Many of these aspiring instructors are 
incapable of passing even the most wa-
tered down certification or licensing 
exams—in fact, the pass rate at more 
than a few schools is below 50 percent. 
This situation is simply unacceptable, 
given the children’s lives involved, and 
we believe our amendment will go a 
long way toward fixing it. 

Among other things, our proposal 
would force the states, local school dis-
tricts and the general public to con-
front the severity of this problem. The 
truth is that most people don’t know 
how poor some of these teacher train-
ing programs are, in large part because 
most ed schools do not disclose their 
pass rates as other professional schools 
generally do. Our amendment would 
change that by requiring education 
schools to widely publicize the results 
of their graduate’s performance on 
state certification and licensing exams. 
It would also require each state to col-
lect a broad array of data to produce a 
report card on teacher quality, which 
in turn would be forwarded to the De-
partment of Education to compile a na-
tional report card, allowing us to meas-
ure for the first time the caliber of 
America’s teaching force. 

But this amendment, which is com-
parable to a provision the House passed 
overwhelmingly, is not just about 
opening our eyes to bad programs. It’s 
about closing the door on the worst of 
them, and holding those chronic under-
performers accountable. Under our 
plan, states that receive funding under 
the Higher Education Act would be re-
quired to identify those teacher train-
ing programs that are failing and to 
then take action against them if they 
do not improve, including withdrawing 
state approval and terminating finan-
cial support. To show that we mean 
business at the Federal level, our 
amendment would disqualify any edu-
cation school from participating in the 
Federal student aid programs if a state 
goes so far as to sever its ties with that 
program. 

Mr. President, we recognize that this 
legislation on its own will not magi-
cally turn every new teacher into Soc-
rates. It is going to take a lot of hard 
work in each school district and each 
individual state to change the way we 
have been operating for many years. 
We are convinced that this plan will 
help to lay the groundwork for a new 
national effort to improve teacher 
quality, and will thereby make a sig-
nificant contribution to our broader 
goal of lasting education reform. Our 
optimism has been reaffirmed by the 
broad bipartisan support this amend-
ment has received here in the Senate 
and the House and by the welcome en-
dorsement we received from both 
major teachers unions. 

Again, I want to express my appre-
ciation to the bill managers for their 
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willingness to accept our amendment, 
and I look forward to its passage. 
Thank you. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
before I begin, I would like to thank 
my colleague, Senator JEFFORDS, for 
his leadership on this bill. 

Mr. President, I believe the reauthor-
ization of the Higher Education Act re-
establishes our commitment to the 
young people of our Nation by focusing 
on one of our Nation’s founding prin-
ciples—opportunity. 

By improving the quality of teacher 
training and recruitment, increasing 
the purchasing power of students 
through Pell grants and other forms of 
student assistance, and by improving 
access to higher education for students 
with disabilities, this legislation pro-
vides opportunity for the young people 
of our Nation to seek a higher edu-
cation. 

While I could continue to talk about 
the many merits of this bill, there is 
one issue that has been of great con-
cern to me and to the students and par-
ents of my State, and that is the rap-
idly rising cost of tuition. Even as we 
battle—successfully-every year to give 
more and more of our Nation’s children 
an opportunity to seek a higher edu-
cation by expanding Federal financial 
assistance, the cost of tuition con-
tinues to increase far beyond the Con-
sumer Price Index—thus offsetting out 
efforts to expand education opportuni-
ties. We are winning the yearly battle 
but faring not nearly so well in the 
war. 

In the 1997–98 school year, average 
undergraduate yearly tuition and fees 
for public 4-year institutions of higher 
education were $3.111, representing a 
97-percent increase from the 1988—89 
school year. For private 4-year institu-
tions, tuition and fees that same year 
were $13,664, representing an increase 
of 71 percent. As a result, students and 
families have become increasingly de-
pendent on Federal financial aid in the 
form of grants and loans. In the 1996–97 
academic year, Federal loan programs 
provided over $30 billion in financial 
aid to students. 

Even as we have continued to provide 
assistance to our students over the last 
10 years, a troubled trend has devel-
oped. Student financial aid in the form 
of loans is disproportionate to the 
amount of financial aid received 
through grants. In the 1996–97 academic 
school year, 60 percent of Federal, 
State and institutional students finan-
cial aid was distributed through loans. 

The combination of a decline in Fed-
eral grants and an increase in tuition 
cost for both public and private insti-
tutions has forced many students and 
families to seek Federal loans to pay 
for a higher education. I believe our 
goal in expanding the availability of 
student loans can’t be simply to re-
place disappearing grants and subsidize 
vast tuition increases. Our goal is to 
expand opportunity. And so, providing 
money is not enough; we must control 
costs. Some have suggested that Fed-

eral incentives may be one way to con-
trol rising tuition rates. While this 
may not be a popular suggestion, we 
cannot afford to continue this cycle 
and this game of cat and mouse with 
our Federal education dollars. 

Earlier this morning, my colleague 
from Connecticut, Senator DODD, ad-
dressed this issue in great detail and 
made some excellent points with re-
spect to access and affordability. Basi-
cally, we’re pricing parents and stu-
dents out of the education marketplace 
by limiting the number of Federal 
grants. It is my hope that we can work 
together to change this disparity in the 
ratio of loans to grants and to find 
ways to streamline the existing stu-
dent financial assistance structure so 
that the good we do here on a bill like 
this isn’t undermined by tuition rates 
which increase even more quickly than 
our ability to adequately meet the fi-
nancial needs of our students. 

However, in the meantime, I am 
pleased that the chairman, Senator 
JEFFORDS, has included a sense-of-the- 
Senate provision in this bill on behalf 
of myself and Senator WYDEN that ex-
presses these concerns. 

Mr. President, it was once said that 
‘‘education is a social process. Edu-
cation is growth. Education is not 
preparation for life; education is life 
itself.’’ I believe this bill represents 
our commitment to our students by 
providing them with the access, assist-
ance, and the opportunity for a higher 
education. Education—the process of 
learning—is what drives us, fulfills us, 
and inspires us to achieve, and I believe 
it is our collective responsibility as 
legislators, and as citizens of this coun-
try, to sustain it. Again, I thank my 
colleague, Senator JEFFORDS, the mem-
bers of the committee and their staff 
for their work on this important legis-
lation. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of the Higher 
Education Reauthorization Act of 1998 
(S. 1882). I commend my colleagues, 
Chairman JEFFORDS and Senator KEN-
NEDY, for their hard work and leader-
ship on this most important legisla-
tion. There are few pieces of legislation 
in this Congress that are as important 
to American families. 

I would also like to express my grati-
tude to Senators JEFFORDS and KEN-
NEDY for including in this bill two 
amendments I authored and which I 
think are critically important for stu-
dents across the nation. 

The first, the Torricelli Campus Hate 
Crimes Right to Know Act, would ex-
pand the campus security information 
available to the over 14 million stu-
dents and their parents who apply to 
college every year. 

In 1990, the Crime Awareness and 
Campus Security Act, was enacted in 
response to a steady rise in violent 
crime on some college campuses. This 
legislation paved the way for families 
to obtain vital security information 
about their college campuses. However, 
it is clear the law needs strengthening. 

Currently, the Campus Security Act re-
quires colleges to report only those 
hate crimes motivated by race, reli-
gions, national origin, sexual orienta-
tion, or ethnicity, and those that result 
in murder, rape, or aggravated assault. 
This dual reporting requirement se-
verely limits the ability of prospective 
students to gain information about the 
safety of a campus. 

Our nation’s college campuses should 
be a refuge from crime, particularly 
heinous attacks motivated by hatred 
and bigotry. The disturbing truth, how-
ever, is that college campuses are often 
fertile ground for bigotry. Twenty-five 
percent of minority college students 
attending predominantly white col-
leges have been victims of a hate 
crime. In 1996, 90 incidents of anti-Se-
mitic activity occurred on college cam-
puses. 

Students and their parents have the 
right to know about any crimes, par-
ticularly those involving hatred and 
bigotry, that were committed on a col-
lege campus they will call home for 
four or more years. My legislation, 
which is now part of the Higher Edu-
cation Act, will ensure they get that 
information. 

The Torricelli Campus Hate Crimes 
Right to Know Act lists hate crimes as 
one of the reportable offenses and ex-
pands the definition of a hate crime to 
include those that result in robbery, 
burglary, arson, motor vehicle theft, 
vandalism and simple assault. The leg-
islation also expands the definition of a 
hate crime to include gender and dis-
ability. 

I am grateful to my colleagues, Sen-
ators JEFFORDS and KENNEDY for in-
cluding this language in the Higher 
Education Act to provide students and 
their parents with vital information so 
that they may better protect them-
selves against such crimes. 

Mr. President, I would also like to 
express my gratitude to the managers 
of this bill for including another piece 
of legislation I introduced. 

This legislation undoes a travesty. 
We are inadvertently penalizing stu-
dent reservists who are called to active 
duty and deployed overseas in places 
like Bosnia. While these courageous in-
dividuals are enduring great personal 
sacrifice in the service of their coun-
try, we are putting them at a financial 
disadvantage by starting the clock on 
the six month grace period for paying 
back their federal student loans. 

Since the average call-up for a stu-
dent reservist now lasts for 270 days, 
the grace period on their loans expires. 
Instead of returning home to a hero’s 
welcome, they are coming home to a 
mailbox full of default notices. Al-
though the Department of Education 
can grant deferments to these students 
upon their return, federal law prohibits 
reinstating the six month grace period, 
so interest continues to accrue when-
ever they are not attending classes. It 
is unfair and inconsistent with our in-
creased reliance on the Reserve forces 
to call up these students to serve in 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:38 Oct 31, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00134 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 E:\1998SENATE\S09JY8.REC S09JY8m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7839 July 9, 1998 
harm’s way, and, at the same time, to 
keep the clock running on their six 
month grace period for paying back 
their student loans. 

This amendment, which is based on 
legislation I have introduced with Sen-
ators SESSIONS, HUTCHISON, DEWINE, 
CLELAND, D’AMATO and BINGAMAN, will 
not provide these veterans with any 
special treatment or benefit. It will 
simply guarantee that the repayment 
status on their student loans will be 
the same when they return as when 
they left. 

These selfless Americans are helping 
to maintain a tradition that is over 350 
years old, and extends back in time to 
before the founding of our Republic. 
Historically, militia and National 
Guard units have fought with honor in 
all major U.S. military operations 
from 1637 to the present. Today, these 
dedicated individuals represent all fifty 
states and four territories, and truly 
embody our forefather’s vision of the 
American citizen-soldier. Reservists 
are active participants in the full spec-
trum of U.S. military operations, from 
the smallest of contingencies to full- 
scale theater war, and no major oper-
ation can be successful without them. 

Since the start of operation Joint 
Endeavor almost 1,000 New Jerseyans 
have served with the New Jersey Air 
National Guard in Bosnia, and right 
now there are New Jerseyans on the 
ground in the Balkans fulfilling the re-
quirements of the Dayton Accords. It is 
important for us to acknowledge their 
sacrifice so that we never forget what 
it means to be truly selfless. 

In closing, Mr. President, I would 
like to thank Senators JEFFORDS and 
KENNEDY and their staffs for all of 
their hard work on the Higher Edu-
cation Reauthorization Act and for 
their assistance with these two amend-
ments. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my support for S. 1882, 
the ‘‘Higher Education Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 1998. This important piece 
of legislation provides the authority 
for a litany of education programs 
which are intended to provide low and 
moderate income families with oppor-
tunities for postsecondary education. 

It is my firm belief that our nation’s 
colleges, universities, and post-sec-
ondary institutions have been and will 
continue to be the key to equal oppor-
tunity and economic advancement in 
our society. Each year, enrollment in-
creases in postsecondary institutions 
around the country as more and more 
people realize the important role edu-
cation plays in their economic future 
as well as the personal fulfillment and 
growth which can be achieved through 
higher education. It is imperative that 
we continue to encourage students of 
all ages to continue their studies and 
take advantage of the opportunities 
available for them at our nation’s col-
leges, universities and postsecondary 
institutions, which are the finest in the 
world. 

The rising cost of college and higher 
education continues to be a major con-

cern for American families. Tuition for 
college continues to skyrocket, mak-
ing it harder and harder for working 
families to save and pay for their chil-
drens’ education. Over the last twenty 
years the average tuition at public 4 
and 2 year educational institutions has 
increased by 400% while tuition at pri-
vate 4 year institutions has increased 
more than 440%. These are unnerving 
statistics for parents just starting 
their families, but terrifying to fami-
lies with college-bound children. 

This bill addresses these financial 
concerns of American families by in-
creasing the availability of grants and 
loans to students and their families. It 
also provides students with the lowest 
loan interest rates in nearly two dec-
ades. These programs work together to 
help make college affordable for mil-
lions of Americans and alleviate their 
anxieties about incurring excessive 
debts. 

In addition to making college more 
affordable for all Americans, this piece 
of legislation includes many programs 
which help strengthen educational op-
portunities for millions of low income 
or high risk students. This bill expands 
early intervention programs such as 
TRIO. As many of my colleagues know, 
the TRIO program reaches out to high 
risk students in high school and pro-
vides them with the encouragement, 
tools and personal training necessary 
to succeed in college. Personally, I 
have seen the success of the TRIO pro-
gram in my home state of Arizona 
where this program has played an im-
portant role in encouraging Native 
American and Hispanic children to fin-
ish high school and to go on to receive 
their college degree and often their 
masters degree. 

Another important component of this 
bill is the establishment of a com-
prehensive program promoting state-
wide reforms to enhance the perform-
ance of teachers in the classroom by 
improving the quality of teacher train-
ing. Having professional, well-trained 
teachers is an essential component for 
ensuring that our children achieve high 
educational standards. These new 
teacher training programs will be held 
to high standards and accountability 
to ensure that meaningful training is 
occurring. Finally, in our concerted ef-
fort to increase the number of students 
entering the teaching profession and 
serving our nation’s underserved urban 
and rural areas this bill provides finan-
cial incentives for individuals who 
enter the teaching profession. 

By passing this piece of legislation, 
Congress is strengthening our nation’s 
education system while helping stu-
dents get a college education, which is 
an important and essential investment 
for our country. This is why I am proud 
to support this bill and commend my 
colleagues on the Labor Committee for 
their dedication to this important mat-
ter. 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I would 
like to thank Senator JEFFORDS for his 
leadership in bringing the important 

Higher Education Act Amendments bill 
to the floor of the Senate. The bill re-
flects a great deal of hard work and dif-
ficult compromises on a number of 
issues, particularly with regard to the 
FFELP, the Federal Family Education 
Loan Program. 

However, there remains an issue of 
importance to my home state of Texas 
regarding state secondary markets 
that I and my colleague from Texas, 
Senator HUTCHISON, are concerned 
about. While I understand that you did 
not include a provision in the bill ad-
dressing this issue, I would neverthe-
less ask that you and the other mem-
bers of the Committee continue to re-
view the matter and seek an acceptable 
provision to address it. 

As you know, each state is author-
ized to designate one state secondary 
market that may also act as an eligible 
lender under the FFELP. For most 
states, which have only one state sec-
ondary market, this is not a concern. 
However, Texas and several other 
states have multiple state secondary 
markets. The multiple secondary mar-
kets in these states are the only state 
secondary markets in the country that 
are not considered under the law to be 
either eligible lenders or eligible hold-
ers of student loans. Rather, these sec-
ondary markets must go through the 
costly and burdensome exercise of uti-
lizing an eligible lender bank trustee in 
order to effectively hold and originate 
loans. 

This is inconsistent with the intent 
of the FFELP—to ensure maximum ac-
cess to student loan capital, and does 
not appear to meet any significant pol-
icy objective of the FFELP. Particu-
larly at a time when lender yields and 
the number of lenders under the 
FFELP are declining, it is becoming 
increasingly important that these mul-
tiple secondary markets have the same 
ability to add capital to the student 
loan system as the secondary markets 
in single-market states now have. 

Moreover, if the multiple secondary 
markets in Texas and other states were 
granted eligible lender status, it is my 
understanding that there would be vir-
tually no change in the level or type of 
government regulation and oversight 
that these multiple secondary markets 
would be subject to. In Texas, this reg-
ulatory oversight includes a variety of 
state and federal agencies, including 
the Internal Revenue Service, the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission, the 
state guarantee agency, the state at-
torney general, the state bond review 
agency, state auditors, private bond 
rating companies, private auditors, 
municipal governments, and individual 
boards of directors and corporate offi-
cers. While the exact type of regulation 
of multiple secondary markets varies 
somewhat from state-to-state, my un-
derstanding is that the granting of eli-
gible lender status would again not re-
duce or otherwise change that over-
sight. 

Thank you very much for your will-
ingness to continue to consider this 
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issue, and I look forward to working 
with you in this regard. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the Senator, 
and I appreciate your support for high-
er education in Texas and your interest 
in this particular issue. I certainly un-
derstand your concern and your desire 
to ensure that all state secondary mar-
kets are treated equitably and that 
they are able to fully participate in the 
FFEL Program. I, too, want to see this 
important program and all its partici-
pants succeed so that students con-
tinue to have adequate access to af-
fordable loans for their post-secondary 
education goals. 

While this specific issue is one that 
we have not yet held hearings on in the 
Labor and Human Resources Com-
mittee, I am interested in doing so in 
order to thoroughly review the merits 
of granting eligible lender status to all 
state secondary markets. As this proc-
ess continues, I will certainly seek the 
input and suggestions of you as well as 
Senator HUTCHISON. 

Mr. GRAMM. I thank the Senator 
and I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, this bill 
represents a strong bi-partisan con-
sensus on the Labor Committee to en-
sure that students maintain access to 
post-secondary education through vital 
student opportunity programs, such as 
TRIO; healthy, stable, and streamlined 
loan programs; and a simplified stu-
dent aid process. I am pleased to have 
contributed to this important bill and 
look forward to its quick passage today 
and on the floor. 

This bill was developed using several 
guiding principles. First, we strove to 
maintain the primary focus of the 
Higher Education Act since its incep-
tion in 1965, which is to ensure that 
students have access and opportunity 
to pursue higher education. We have 
strengthened the major student oppor-
tunity programs in the Act by focusing 
more on the needs of low-income stu-
dents through an expanded Pell Grant 
program, and making needed reforms 
to the TRIO programs. 

In an effort to ensure continued ac-
cess to higher education programs for 
all students, these amendments also in-
clude a new, low interest rate for stu-
dent loans. This legislation sets a stu-
dent loan repayment rate of 7.43 per-
cent which represents a significant re-
duction in the interest rate for stu-
dents. The interest rate that was 
scheduled to take effect on July 1, 1998 
would have destabilized the successful 
Federal Family Loan Program by caus-
ing thousands of lenders to stop mak-
ing student loans which would have 
left students without loans for the 
school year. The interest rate included 
in these amendments provides a sig-
nificant reduction to students while 
maintaining the long-term viability of 
the student loan programs and ensur-
ing that students will continue to have 
access to private loans at the lowest 
interest rate in 17 years. 

Another vital principle for these 
amendments was the improvement and 

modernization of the student aid deliv-
ery system. This legislation creates a 
Performance-Based Organization (PBO) 
within the Department of Education 
aimed at providing quality service to 
students and parents. The utilization 
of this PBO which will incorporate the 
best and most successful practices in 
the private financial sector, coupled 
with other reforms aimed at stream-
lining the student aid regulatory re-
quirements will result in a better man-
aged and higher quality federal student 
aid system. 

A third principle which guided these 
amendments was the need for much- 
needed reform of teacher preparation 
programs. A recent report found that 36 
percent of teachers in the core sub-
jects, such as math and science, nei-
ther majored nor minored in those sub-
jects. Annually, more than 50,000 
under-prepared teachers enter the 
field, which means about 1 in 4 new 
teachers are not prepared to meet the 
enormous responsibilities of teaching. 
This shortage of qualified teachers is 
the only real shortage of teachers in 
this country, and it most seriously im-
pacted inner-city students who are 
often taught by teachers who lack a de-
gree in their subject matter. This prob-
lem is growing—between 1987 and 1991, 
the proportion of well-qualified new 
teachers entering the field declined 
from 74% to 67%. 

I am very pleased that these amend-
ments include a new initiative for 
teacher training and professional de-
velopment aimed at addressing the 
shortage of qualified teachers in this 
country which replaces most of the ex-
isting teacher preparation programs 
with a two-pronged approach. This ini-
tiative encourages state level reforms 
intended to produce well trained and 
highly competent teachers, and local 
level partnerships intended to improve 
under-performing teacher education 
programs. 

States will compete to receive some 
of these teacher training dollars and 
can use the grants to strengthen their 
teacher certification requirements, 
create or expand alternative certifi-
cation programs to attract highly 
qualified people from other occupa-
tions to the teaching profession, to de-
crease the shortage of highly qualified 
teachers in high need areas, or to de-
velop programs which reward excellent 
teachers and remove unqualified teach-
ers. 

This reauthorization was also guided 
by a strong desire to streamline and 
consolidate the many programs and ac-
tivities which are found in the Higher 
Education Act. This Act has become 
increasingly complex over the years 
and these amendments make great 
strides in simplifying the Act and bet-
ter targeting its programs and activi-
ties. 

I would like to thank the staff who 
have worked on this important legisla-
tion for the last year: on Senator JEF-
FORD’s staff, Susan Hattan, Jenny 
Smulson, Scott Giles, Cory Heyman, 

and Pam Moran have done excellent 
work on this bill. In addition, 
Marianna Pierce with Senator KEN-
NEDY and Suzanne Day with Senator 
DODD have worked diligently to ensure 
that this bill represents a strong bi- 
partisan consensus. Thank you all so 
much for your long hours and excellent 
work. 

Again, I am pleased to have been a 
part of crafting this important legisla-
tion. 

OLYMPIC EDUCATION SCHOLARSHIP 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I would 

like to engage the chairman of the 
Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources, Senator JEFFORDS, in a col-
loquy on an important measure which 
will be a subject of discussion during 
the House-Senate conference on the 
Higher Education reauthorization Act. 

It has been observed that America 
does not send its athletes to the Olym-
pic Games, Americans do. Indeed, the 
U.S. Olympic Committee, whose re-
sponsibilities include the support for 
training and selecting athletes to rep-
resent the United States in the Olym-
pic and Pan America Games, is the 
only major national Olympic Com-
mittee from among the 197 partici-
pating nations that receives no funding 
whatsoever from its federal or state 
governments. All funds for training 
U.S. athletes must come from private 
sources, including an individual’s per-
sonal resources. 

In September 2000 more than 800 
young American men and women will 
gather in Sydney, Australia to rep-
resent their countrymen in the XXVII 
Olympiad. They will join more than 
10,000 other athletes from nearly 200 
nations to engage in friendly competi-
tion. Many will have spent more than a 
decade preparing for what Jesse Owens 
once referred to as ‘‘fifteen seconds of 
glory.’’ 

As they have since the modern Olym-
pic Games were instituted in 1896, 
Americans back home will follow with 
great pride the accomplishments of the 
U.S. athletes, and will vicariously 
share in each triumph. But when the 
Olympic flame is extinguished and our 
American heroes return home most 
will leave forever the athletic careers 
to which they have devoted so much of 
their lives. 

The greatest homecoming we can 
prepare for our U.S. athletes is assist-
ance in obtaining the educational foun-
dation that will enable them to pursue 
productive lives outside of their ath-
letic arenas. We can achieve this by re-
authorizing the Olympic Education 
Scholarship program. Originally au-
thorized in 1992, this important pro-
gram recently expired; however, reau-
thorization language has been included 
in the House version of the Higher Edu-
cation Act and it is my hope that our 
Senate conferees will support the 
House reauthorization of this impor-
tant Olympic Education Scholarship 
program. The $5 million authorization 
level for this program would be an im-
portant step toward allowing these 
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young men and women to simulta-
neously advance themselves on the 
training field and in the classroom. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
would like to say to the Senator from 
Michigan that I am tremendously im-
pressed with the dedication, deter-
mination, and work ethic of our Olym-
pic hopefuls. Given the opportunity, 
the same ethic suggests that they 
would apply similar dedication to aca-
demic endeavors. Balancing a schedule 
of rigorous training and education is 
very difficult for any person. Our 
Olympic athletes should be in the posi-
tion to acquire post-secondary edu-
cation after representing our country 
in the Olympic games. For these rea-
sons, I pledge to the Senator from 
Michigan my efforts in the conference 
to consider the House language which 
reauthorizes the Olympic Education 
Scholarship. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that two letters to 
the Chairman and Ranking Member of 
the Labor Committee, signed by my-
self, Senator BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMP-
BELL, Senator WAYNE ALLARD, Senator 
DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN, Senator 
SPENCER ABRAHAM, Senator ALFONSE 
D’AMATO, Senator DIANNE FEINSTEIN, 
and Senator BARBARA BOXER, be in-
cluded in the RECORD following this 
colloquy. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
June 26, 1998. 

Hon. JAMES M. JEFFORDS, Chairman, 
Hon. EDWARD KENNEDY, Ranking Member, 
Labor and Human Resources Committee, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR JIM AND TED: We write to request 
your support for an amendment reauthor-
izing the Olympic Education Scholarship 
(OES) program which we wish to have in-
cluded in your manager’s amendment to the 
Higher Education Reauthorization Act of 
1998 (HEA). Originally authorized in 1992, 
this important program recently expired. Re-
authorization language has been included in 
the House version of HEA. A copy of our pro-
posed amendment is attached. 

The OES program will help America’s ath-
letes advance their education while training 
at U.S. Olympic Training Centers through a 
targeted educational scholarship program. 
Without such a program, many American 
athletes have been forced to put aside higher 
education as they deal with the extraor-
dinary demands of Olympic training. Sadly, 
once their Olympic careers are over, many of 
these athletes find themselves without the 
educational tools necessary to move forward. 
The $5 million authorization level for this 
program would be an important step toward 
allowing these young men and women to si-
multaneously advance themselves on the 
training field and in the classroom. This is 
particularly true for the Olympic athletes 
who train at the USOC training centers in 
Lake Placid, New York; Colorado Springs, 
Colorado, San Diego, California; and Mar-
quette, Michigan. 

Sincerely, 
CARL LEVIN. 
DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN. 
SPENCER ABRAHAM. 
BEN NIGHTHORSE 

CAMPBELL. 
WAYNE ALLARD. 
ALFONSE D’AMATO. 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
July 8, 1998. 

Hon. EDWARD KENNEDY, 
Ranking Member, Committee on Labor and 

Human Resources, Dirksen Office Building, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: I am writing to 
request that you include in your manager’s 
amendment to S. 1882, the Higher Education 
Act of 1965, support for the Olympic Training 
Scholarship Program. 

The program provides financial support for 
American athletes with their education 
while they train for the Olympics. Many of 
our Olympic athletes have had to either 
postpone their education while they train or 
forego opportunities to participate in the 
Olympics. Unfortunately, many who post-
pone their education often find themselves 
without sufficient education to establish 
professional careers. The $5 million author-
ization level for this program would allow 
these young men and women to simulta-
neously study and train for the Olympics. 

I appreciate the support of the committee 
and look forward to working with you to ad-
dress California’s needs. Please do not hesi-
tate to call on me if I can be of further as-
sistance. 

Sincerely yours, 
DIANNE FEINSTEIN, 

U.S. Senator. 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
July 9, 1998. 

Hon. JAMES M. JEFFORDS, 
Chairman, 
Committee on Labor and Human Resources. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to re-
quest your support for including a reauthor-
ization of the Olympic Education Scholar-
ship (OES) program in the manager’s amend-
ment to the Higher Education Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 1998. 

The OES program helps America’s athletes 
advance their education while training at 
U.S. Olympic Training Centers through a 
targeted educational scholarship program. 
Without this program, many American ath-
letes may be forced to postpone higher edu-
cation due to fiscal restraints. Once their 
Olympic careers are over, many of these ath-
letes are without the educational back-
ground necessary to move into professional 
careers. The $5 million authorization level 
for the Olympic Education Scholarship pro-
gram would be an important step toward al-
lowing these young men and women to ad-
vance themselves both on the training field 
and in the classroom. 

Sincerely, 
BARBARA BOXER, 

U.S. Senator. 
FACULTY RETIREMENT INCENTIVE PROVISION 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 

today along with my friend and col-
league, Senator MOYNIHAN, to address 
the faculty retirement incentive provi-
sions contained in the House-passed 
version of the Reauthorization of the 
Higher Education Act. This provision 
amends the Age Discrimination in Em-
ployment Act of 1967 (ADEA) to allow 
the use of age-based incentives for the 
voluntary retirement of faculty at col-
leges and universities. 

In the House, Congressman FAWELL 
worked to include this provision in the 
Higher Education Act, and we thank 
him for his leadership on this issue. 
Here in the Senate, Senator MOYNIHAN 
and I have introduced an similar provi-
sion in the last two Congresses. I am 
please that Congress and the President 
will have an opportunity this year to 
pass this important legislation. 

This legislation, called the Faculty 
Retirement Incentive Act, will clarify 

that institutions may establish plans 
that give faculty who wish to retire 
early financial assistance in doing so. 
Further it would help to ensure that 
academic institutions will be able to 
make necessary new hires, particularly 
in expanding disciplines and new fields. 
For those who are concerned about po-
tential recrimination if a faculty mem-
ber would choose not to retire early, 
the double protections of the ADEA 
and the tenure system provide effective 
safeguards against coercion. It is also 
important to note that current law ex-
pressly permits the type of age-based 
benefit for employees participating in 
defined-benefit plans. Most colleges 
and universities, however, maintain de-
fined-contribution retirement plans for 
tenured faculty. 

In January, the bipartisan National 
Commission on the Cost of Higher Edu-
cation included this legislation initia-
tive in its recommendations to check 
the skyrocketing cost of a college edu-
cation. The Commission recommended 
that ‘‘Congress enact a clarification to 
the Age Discrimination in Employment 
Act to ensure that institutions offering 
defined contribution retirement pro-
grams are able to offer early retire-
ment incentives to tenured faculty 
members.’’ 

The Faculty Retirement Incentive 
Act has the active support of a number 
of organizations, including the Amer-
ican Association of University Profes-
sors, the American Council on Edu-
cation, the American Association of 
Community Colleges, the American As-
sociation of State Colleges and Univer-
sities, the Association of American 
Universities, the Association of Catho-
lic Colleges and Universities, the Asso-
ciation of Community College Trust-
ees, the Association of Jesuit Colleges 
and Universities, the University Per-
sonnel Association, the Council of 
Independent Colleges, the National As-
sociation of Independent Colleges and 
Universities, the National Association 
of State Universities and Land Grant 
Colleges, and the National Association 
of Student Personnel Administrators. 

I feel it is important that Congress 
enact this important legislation and I 
know my colleague from New York 
shares this same belief. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. It has been a pleas-
ure to work with my colleague from 
Missouri on the Faculty Retirement 
Incentive Act. Before I discuss the spe-
cifics of our bill, however, I would just 
like to commend the Chairman, Sen-
ator JEFFORDS; the Ranking Minority 
Member, Senator KENNEDY; and the 
other Committee members for the bi-
partisan way they have gone about the 
business of reauthorizing the Higher 
Education Act. I think they have done 
an outstanding job. 

It has taken us several years to ad-
dress the need of institutions of higher 
education to offer age-based incentives 
for the voluntary retirement of fac-
ulty. In 1990, Congress passed the Older 
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Workers Benefit Protection Act 
(OWBRA) which made early retirement 
incentives permissible in the context of 
defined-benefit retirement plans, but 
did not address the status of such in-
centives in the context of defined-con-
tribution retirement plans. Defined- 
contribution retirement plans are most 
popular with tenured faculty due to 
their pension portability. The OWBRA 
did not preclude defined-contribution 
retirement plans, but by not addressing 
them at all, it added to the ambiguity 
surrounding the matter. Functionally, 
early retirement incentives operate in 
the same manner for both types of 
plans. There is continued uncertainty, 
however, whether early retirement in-
centives with an upper-age limit that 
are offered to tenured faculty conflict 
with the purpose of the ADEA of pro-
hibiting arbitrary age discrimination. 

Inclusion of the Faculty Retirement 
Incentive Act in the Reauthorization of 
the Higher Education Act will provide 
a safe harbor for colleges and univer-
sities by clarifying that the early re-
tirement incentives are permitted by 
the ADEA. Senator ASHCROFT and I be-
lieve that the faculty retirement in-
centive provision will benefit colleges 
and universities, as well as those fac-
ulty who choose to participate. As offi-
cials for the American Association of 
University Professors have stated, this 
provision will ‘‘provide greater flexi-
bility in faculty retirement planning, 
offer a substantial retirement benefit 
to those professors who choose to re-
tire under the terms of an incentive 
plan, and leave other professors whole 
in their choice to continue their ca-
reers.’’ 

Senator ASHCROFT and I intended to 
offer our bill as an amendment to the 
reauthorization of the Higher Edu-
cation Act, but the Chairman informed 
us that there is broad support among 
Committee members for the House- 
passed provision, and that this issue 
can be resolved in the Conference Com-
mittee. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I would like to 
thank both Senators MOYNIHAN and 
Senator ASHCROFT for their diligent 
work on tenured faculty retirement in-
centives, and for their cooperation. I 
want to assure my two colleagues that 
there is, indeed, broad support for the 
measure and that I am confident that 
Senate conferees will give the House- 
passed provision the consideration it is 
due. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, included 
in the manager’s package of amend-
ments to the higher education bill is a 
resolution I introduced last March on 
binge drinking on college campuses. 

This was the same resolution that 
was introduced in the other body by 
Representative JOE KENNEDY—and vir-
tually the same as what was adopted 
by the other body in its version of the 
Higher Education Act. 

I want to take a few minutes to talk 
about my resolution—and why this 
issue is so important. But, first, let me 
thank Senators KENNEDY, DODD, JEF-

FORDS, and COATS for accepting the res-
olution. 

Let me also thank Representative 
JOE KENNEDY, who came up with the 
idea for this resolution and has long 
been trying to bring alcohol-related 
problems to the attention of Members 
of Congress. 

And, finally, let me thank the Center 
for Science in the Public Interest, 
which endorsed the resolution early on 
and has worked tirelessly to get it 
passed. 

Mr. President, I think every one of 
my colleagues has heard or read about 
college students across the country— 
from Louisiana to Massachusetts to 
Virginia—who fell drunk out of dorm 
room windows or consumed so much al-
cohol, so fast that it literally poisoned 
them. 

There were at least 18 such deaths 
this last academic year. 

And, Mr. President, I think every one 
of my colleagues saw the news reports 
from this past spring on the riots—yes, 
riots—on several college campuses 
across the country—from Washington 
to Michigan to Ohio. 

We saw police wearing riot gear; car-
rying shields; and firing tear gas into 
throngs of drunk college students. 

These riots were either alcohol-in-
duced—parties that got out of con-
trol—or were based on a peculiar no-
tion—that underage college students 
should have a right to get drunk. 

That’s what binge drinking is. There 
is a technical definition for the aca-
demics who study this problem—and 
I’ll talk about that in a minute. But, in 
layman’s terms, binge drinking is sim-
ply the idea that you drink to get 
drunk, or, as a recent article in the 
Washington Post magazine put it, it is 
where ‘‘drinking isn’t part of the party; 
it is the party.’’ 

And, binge drinking is, according to 
many university presidents, the big-
gest problem facing America’s colleges 
today. 

Let me repeat that. The biggest issue 
facing America’s colleges—according 
to many college president’s them-
selves—is not raising money for the 
university. Not ensuring high academic 
standards. Not finding top quality fac-
ulty. No, it’s binge drinking. 

There is a reason for that. And, it has 
to do with more than just the 18 col-
lege students who died this last year— 
tragic as that is. 

According to a study by Harvard Uni-
versity, 44 percent of college students 
are binge drinkers—that is, tech-
nically, for men, consuming five drinks 
in one sitting during a 2-week period, 
and for women, consuming four drinks 
in one sitting. 

Again, 44 percent of college students 
are binge drinkers. 

Nearly one in every five college stu-
dents is a frequent binge drinker—that 
is, binge drinking three or more times 
in a 2-week period. 

And, almost half of all freshmen—18 
year olds—binge in their first week at 
school. 

But, it even goes deeper than that— 
deeper than the 18 deaths; deeper than 
the 44 percent of students who are 
binge drinkers. 

The reason that binge drinking is the 
most important issue facing colleges 
today is because binge drinking affects 
everyone on campus—even those col-
lege students who do not during—and 
even the majority of college students 
who are not binge drinkers. They are 
all affected by those who are. 

Talk to a student who lives in a dorm 
room next to someone who drinks a 
lot, and I can guarantee you that he or 
she does not get many peaceful nights 
of sleep—and does not get many peace-
ful moments to study. 

The greater the number of binge 
drinkers at a school, the greater the 
chances are that a student will be hit, 
pushed, insulted, assaulted—and of 
being the recipient of an unwanted sex-
ual advance. 

And, alcohol is involved in most cam-
pus rapes, violent crimes, student sui-
cides, and fraternity hazing incidents. 
Many of the victims of these crimes are 
not the ones doing the drinking. 

You know, we have heard a lot in the 
last decade or more about the connec-
tion between alcohol and car accidents, 
where those who die or are injured are 
often innocent victims who were not 
drinking. 

And, there has been a great effort— 
led by Mothers Against Drunk Driving, 
a group for which I have the highest re-
spect—to educate the public and pre-
vent the tragedy. 

But, there is also a growing body of 
evidence showing a link between alco-
hol and other crimes and irresponsible 
behaviors. 

There is a link between alcohol and 
unsafe sex; between alcohol and sui-
cide; between alcohol and rape; be-
tween alcohol and violence. 

And, nowhere is this link more preva-
lent than on college campuses. 

Unfortunately, there are many peo-
ple out there—including many officials 
on college campuses—who look at 
binge drinking by college students as 
just part of the ‘‘campus experience’’— 
as just some ‘‘rite of passage’’ to adult-
hood. 

Well, I make no apologies for saying 
that drinking yourself to death is no 
‘‘rite.’’ It’s just plan stupid. 

And, I make no apologies for saying 
that those who overlook the problem 
are contributing to it. 

It is time for the culture on college 
campuses to change—before someone 
else’s son or daughter becomes another 
statistic. 

We need to bring the problem of 
binge drinking among college students 
to the attention of the American peo-
ple—to educate them and to prevent 
the tragedies associated with it—just 
as we have done with drunk driving. 

So, Mr. President, my resolution 
would call on all college and university 
presidents to recognize and acknowl-
edge the problem—and then to find so-
lutions. 
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Specifically, my resolution expresses 

the sense of the Senate that every col-
lege and university president should 
carry out six specific activities to re-
duce alcohol consumption on college 
campuses. 

(1) To appoint a task force to estab-
lish a policy on reducing alcohol and 
other drug-related problems; 

(2) To provide students with the op-
portunity to live in an alcohol-free en-
vironment; 

(3) To enforce a zero tolerance policy 
on the consumption of alcohol by mi-
nors; 

(4) To eliminate alcoholic beverage- 
related sponsorship of on-campus 
events; 

(5) To enforce vigorously a college’s 
disciplinary codes against those who 
violate campus alcohol policies; and 

(6) To work closely with the local of-
ficials in the town in which the college 
is located. 

Mr. President, these activities are 
very similar to what is currently hap-
pening at the University of Delaware 
under the leadership of President David 
Roselle. 

They need to happen on every college 
campus in America. 

Now, there are some who say that 
this is just a sense-of-the-Senate reso-
lution—it just expresses our opinion. 
True. But, Mr. President, we must 
start somewhere. 

I believe that if we begin to take the 
problem seriously—and if colleges 
begin to seriously address the prob-
lem—we can begin to make a dif-
ference. 

The lives of students can be saved— 
and the quality of life on our college 
campuses will be better. 

Again, I thank my colleagues for 
their support and for including my res-
olution in the bill. 

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I want to commend Senators JEF-
FORDS, KENNEDY, COATS, and DODD for 
their efforts in putting this bill to-
gether, and thank them for working 
with me to include several of my prior-
ities in the bill. 

No issue is as important to our future 
as education. When I was growing up, 
it was possible to graduate from high 
school and get a job as a police officer, 
a firefighter, or a clerk, and earn 
enough to raise and support a family. 
Mechanics used to train for their work 
on the job. The nursing profession used 
to consist of women who apprenticed in 
hospitals. 

Times have changed. Now, if you 
want to be a airline mechanic, you 
need four years of college. Nursing is a 
degree program, and there are sub-spe-
cialities of nurses who are highly and 
scientifically educated. One recent ad-
vertisement for a maintenance techni-
cian stated the job required an under-
standing of ‘‘basic principles of elec-
tricity, mechanical systems, and fluid 
power.’’ By the year 2000, the Depart-
ment of Labor estimates that more 
than half of all new jobs will require an 
education beyond high school. 

A higher education has never been as 
important as it is today. Unfortu-
nately, while the value of a higher edu-
cation is increasing, so is its cost. Ac-
cording to the U.S. General Accounting 
Office, tuition as a percentage of me-
dian household income has nearly dou-
bled over the last 15 years—from 4.5 
percent in 1981, to 8.9 percent in 1995. In 
14 states, tuition is more than 10 per-
cent of median household income. In 30 
states, tuition is more than eight per-
cent of household income. In all but 
one state, tuition is 1995 was more than 
it was 15 years ago. 

The GAO reports that tuition at pub-
lic, four-year colleges and universities 
increased 234 percent in 15 years. By 
contrast, the cost of medical care has 
gone up 182 percent, new cars by 106 
percent, new houses by 101 percent, me-
dian household income by 82 percent, 
and food by 66 percent. The Consumer 
Price Index has risen 74 percent. 

The exploding cost of college means 
that access to higher education is get-
ting more and more out of reach for 
working- and middle-class Americans. 
The more tuition goes up, the more 
students will be priced out of their op-
portunity to pursue the American 
Dream. 

That is exactly the wrong direction 
for our country. As President Clinton 
said in his 1997 State of the Union, 
‘‘education is a critical national secu-
rity issue for our future.’’ He is abso-
lutely right. In order to compete with 
cheap, third-world labor in a global 
economy, and to maintain the rising 
standard of living to which we have 
grown accustomed, America will need a 
workforce even better trained than it 
is now. 

Last year in Davos, Switzerland, 
world economic leaders met to discuss 
the effects of technological change on 
the global market. They noted that if 
education and training policies do not 
keep pace with technological innova-
tion, the gap between the ‘‘knows’’ and 
the ‘‘know-nots’’ will grow, increasing 
the disparities in wealth and capacity, 
and the ability of industrialized na-
tions to remain competitive will 
shrink. 

It that is the case, we should be 
working overtime to ensure that no 
student is barred from college because 
of a lack of financial resources. The 
legislation before us today goes a long 
way toward achieving that goal. It will 
standardize and make available infor-
mation about college costs, so we will 
know exactly why costs are increasing 
at a rate so out of proportion with 
every other indicia of inflation. It will 
help us solve the mystery of the case of 
the Incredible Rising Tuition Bill. It 
will help American families and stu-
dents make better decisions about 
where to go to college. 

The legislation tells schools that the 
time has come to come clean about 
why their prices are climbing so rap-
idly, and to answer the question of 
whether the massive tuition increases 
are really necessary. Schools who opt 

to not comply with the requirements of 
the bill will be fined $25,000. I want to 
thank Senator DODD for this provision. 
I believe it is particularly important, 
because it puts the schools on notice 
that we are serious about these re-
quirements. 

I also want to thank Senator DODD 
and the other managers of the bill for 
including an amendment of mine di-
recting the Secretary of Education to 
study the impact of student debt. Un-
fortunately, the trend in student aid 
over the last 20 years has been to move 
away from grants in favor of loans. 
Combined with the increasing cost of 
college, this trend has meant that 
more and more students are graduating 
with more and more debt. 

According to the GAO, the percent-
age of undergraduate students who 
took out loans shot up 41 percent be-
tween 1993 and 1996. The percentage of 
graduates of four-year colleges who 
borrowed more than $20,000 rose from 9 
percent in 1993 to 19 percent in 1996. 

The General Accounting Office was 
not able to determine, however, the ef-
fect of this increasing debt burden on 
students and graduates. Under this leg-
islation, the Secretary of Education 
will, within 18 months, determine how 
this increasing burden affects students’ 
decisions about whether and where to 
go to school, how much to borrow, how 
long to stay in school, what kind of 
employment to seek, and whether bur-
densome debt payments impede grad-
uates’ ability to save for retirement or 
invest in a home. 

The legislation will provide for the 
first time a comprehensive picture of 
exactly what is happening to college 
costs, why it is happening, and what 
the effects are. 

Mr. President, I also want to thank 
the managers of the bill, as well as 
Senator WELLSTONE, for incorporating 
the provisions of the Fair Play Act 
into this higher education legislation. 
The Fair Play Act, which I introduced 
last year with Senators SNOWE and 
KENNEDY, builds upon the extraor-
dinary success of Title IX and pro-
motes the continued expansion of ath-
letic opportunities for women. 

Colleges and universities are cur-
rently required to collect information 
about their men’s and women’s athletic 
programs, including participation 
rates, operating and recruitment budg-
ets, the availability of scholarships, 
revenues generated from athletic pro-
grams, and coaches’ salaries, and are 
required to make this information 
available upon request. 

The Fair Play Act directs colleges 
and universities to send this informa-
tion, which they already compile annu-
ally, to the Department of Education, 
and directs the Department to issue an 
annual report and make the informa-
tion available through a variety of 
mechanisms, including the Depart-
ment’s World Wide Web site. 
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The Fair Play Act will provide pro-

spective students and prospective stu-
dent athletes with the kind of informa-
tion they need to make informed deci-
sions about where to go to school. I 
will give the Department of Education 
valuable information to aid its enforce-
ment of Title IX in the area of ath-
letics, and it will encourage schools to 
continue to expand their athletic pro-
grams to meet the interests of women 
nationwide. 

Over its 25 year history, Title IX has 
been directly responsible for expanding 
the athletic opportunities available to 
millions of women and girls. The Fair 
Play Act builds on this legacy of suc-
cess, and provides the information 
needed to ensure that the expansion of 
athletic opportunities available to 
women continues into the 21st century. 

I am grateful for the support of my 
colleagues on the Labor Committee, 
and I look forward to continuing to 
work with them on this important 
issue. 

Mr. President, I also want to thank 
the managers of this bill for accepting 
an amendment of mine creating a Fac-
ulty Development Fellowship Program. 
The program will enable institutions of 
higher education to award graduate fel-
lowships to talented students from 
groups under-represented in the Amer-
ican professoriate. 

In many respects, colleges and uni-
versities are our nation’s paragons of 
diversity. They understand the impor-
tance of having a student body made 
up of men and women of different 
races, ethnicities, and backgrounds. 
When I talk with university presidents 
from Illinois and elsewhere, they in-
variably tout their school’s diversity. 

The diversity appears to stop, how-
ever, after the undergraduate level. 
There is a disturbing dearth of diver-
sity among graduate students and pro-
fessors. In 1993, African-Americans re-
ceived only 3 percent of all doctoral de-
grees conferred in the United States, 
and women received only 38 percent. 
According to the Department of Edu-
cation, only 14 percent of full-time in-
structional faculty at colleges and uni-
versities are minorities, and only one- 
third are women. 

We can do better than that. The 
problem is not a lack of talent among 
minorities and women, but a lack of 
opportunity. My amendment author-
izes $30 million per year to encourage 
talented students from under-rep-
resented groups to pursue studies and 
become professors. The program will 
help us tap the talents of all our chil-
dren, and therefore make us a stronger 
society. A community that gives all its 
members a chance to contribute to the 
maximum extent of their abilities is a 
stronger community, because it bene-
fits from a broader range of contribu-
tions. As we head into the 21st century 
and a truly global economy, we cannot 
afford not to tap the talents of all our 
children. 

Mr. President, that is really what 
this whole bill is about, making sure 

that every American has the chance to 
go as far as his or her talents will 
allow. This bill is about making sure 
that wealth and class are not obstacles 
to education. It is about giving more 
students more opportunities to receive 
a better education. I congratulate the 
leaders of the Labor Committee for 
their bipartisan efforts to put this bill 
together, and I look forward to its im-
minent passage. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my strong support for 
S. 1882, the Higher Education Reau-
thorization bill. This bill is a major 
victory for students and teachers 
across America. As a member of the 
Committee, I have had the opportunity 
to hear from countless witnesses from 
across the nation who have testified on 
everything from default rates to job 
hunting, campus crime to child care. 
With a daughter entering college this 
fall, this issue has provided me with 
some very interesting insights into the 
higher ed challenges, millions face 
each year. 

Throughout the Labor Committee’s 
effort on this bill, I worked to 
strengthen our nation’s commitment 
to providing the strongest training pos-
sible for school teachers. I am most 
pleased with the bill’s focus on teacher 
training and in particular its emphasis 
on technology training. A year ago, I 
introduced the Teacher Technology 
Training Act to add technology to the 
areas of professional development and 
teacher training included in current 
law. S. 1882 now contains my legisla-
tion, and I thank Chairman JEFFORDS, 
Senator KENNEDY and Senator WARNER 
for their cooperation and support in 
adding this critical piece to the bill. 

The work of the committee on the 
teacher education provisions is really 
quite historic and a drastic overhaul of 
the previous teacher training section. 
The bill provides Teacher Quality En-
hancement Grants that will institute 
state-level reforms to ensure both cur-
rent and future teachers possess the 
skills and academic knowledge to 
teach children effectively in their as-
signed area. As a member of the Labor 
Appropriations subcommittee, I will 
fight to ensure that this section is fi-
nally funded at a level that does make 
a difference in the classroom. 

This teacher quality section particu-
larly highlights training in the effec-
tive use of technology in the class-
room. All of us have witnessed the tre-
mendous impact that technology now 
plays in our daily world. It affects the 
way we communicate, the way we con-
duct commerce, and the way our chil-
dren learn in school. 

Young people today are in the midst 
of a technology explosion that has 
opened up limitless possibilities in the 
classroom. In order for students to tap 
into this potential and be prepared for 
the 21st century, they must learn how 
to use new technologies. But all too 
often, teachers are expected to incor-
porate technology into their instruc-
tion without being given the training 

to do so. Many students in our public 
schools have told me they know more 
than their teachers about how to use 
computers. 

We can not continue to rely on stu-
dents to teach teachers in the rapidly 
expanding area of technology. I have 
toured several teaching schools and 
found them well supplied with up-to- 
date equipment. However, student 
teachers are often not provided ade-
quate instruction in the use of that 
technology beyond simple communica-
tion purposes. It is not enough for a 
teacher to be able to email or use com-
puters merely for administrative rea-
sons, they must be able to use this edu-
cation technology to advance their cur-
riculum and provide their students re-
sources along the information high-
way. 

Last year, just 10 percent of new 
teachers reported that they felt pre-
pared to use technology in their class-
rooms, while only 13 percent of all pub-
lic schools reported that technology-re-
lated training for teachers was re-
quired by the school, district, or teach-
er certification agencies. Currently 
only 18 states require pre-service tech-
nology training. 

This act will significantly turn these 
numbers around and provide our teach-
ers with the training so critical to har-
nessing new technologies. I again 
thank Chairman JEFFORDS and Senator 
KENNEDY for their leadership on this ef-
fort. This technology training for 
teachers has been supported by a wide 
array of interests including the Na-
tional Education Association, PTA, So-
ciety for Technology in Education, Na-
tional Association of Secondary School 
Principals, National School Boards As-
sociation, Information Technology As-
sociation of America, Washington 
State School Directors, the Software 
and Digital Alliance, the Colleges of 
Teacher Education. I also would like to 
thank Senator WELLSTONE for his work 
on the TANF amendment, so important 
for literacy instruction and lifelong 
learning. 

With increased Pell Grants and de-
creased interest rates on loans, stu-
dents can begin to think about their 
future rather than paying for their 
past. I believe this first generation of 
the new millennium will benefit im-
mensely from the efforts put forth over 
this past year. From simplifying the fi-
nancial aid process to campus security 
improvements to technology instruc-
tion, S. 1882 will stand as a proud 
trademark of this Congress. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise 
today in strong support of S. 1882, the 
Higher Education Act Amendments of 
1998, reauthorizing the Higher Edu-
cation Act for 5 years. The Higher Edu-
cation Act, enacted in 1965 to provide 
disadvantaged students with greater 
educational opportunities, recognized 
the shared benefit of providing every 
American a chance to maximize his or 
her potential. As a result of the pas-
sage of this legislation, doors have 
been opened to millions of citizens who 
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otherwise would not have had the ac-
cess or the resources to obtain a higher 
education. Although the act has been 
amended over the years through the re-
authorization process, the central pur-
pose of the legislation has remained 
the same—to ensure access, choice and 
opportunity in higher education. 

First, and foremost, this measure re-
authorizes all postsecondary grant and 
loan programs which have allowed so 
many of our citizens to obtain addi-
tional education and training. It lowers 
the in-school interest rate on student 
loans from the current 7.6% to 6.8% and 
for the years after school from the cur-
rent 8.2% to 7.4% to make higher edu-
cation more affordable for more stu-
dents. Most notably, the bill includes 
an increase in the maximum Pell Grant 
from $3,000 for the 1998–1999 academic 
year to $4,500 for 1999–2000, and in-
creases that award by $200 a year for 
the following four years and further ex-
pands eligibility to include more stu-
dents who are financially independent 
of their parents. 

I am pleased that the bill also rein-
forces our continued support of the 
TRIO programs which have been so 
successful in serving disadvantaged and 
first-generation college students. I 
have been a longstanding supporter of 
TRIO which has served more than 
700,000 through 1,900 programs nation-
wide. The impact of the outreach and 
early intervention services provided by 
TRIO become even more profound con-
sidering that more than two-thirds of 
the students benefitting from the pro-
gram come from families with incomes 
under $24,000. No one set of Federal 
programs captures more completely 
the American ideal that fostering edu-
cational opportunity for all citizens 
benefits both the individual and the so-
ciety as well. 

Title II of the bill consolidates teach-
er training programs and refocuses 
Federal efforts to more efficiently and 
effectively train and recruit new teach-
ers for our Nation’s schools. It also 
provides for greater loan forgiveness 
for those who choose to dedicate their 
lives to the teaching profession. Now 
those who agree to teach for at least 
three years in high-need areas can see 
up to $8,000 in their student loans for-
given. In my view, this is an important 
step in relieving the heavy loan debt 
many graduates find themselves bur-
dened with upon graduation to allow 
some of our best and brightest to enter 
the teaching profession independent of 
this financial pressure. 

I am also pleased that legislation I 
introduced to establish the Thurgood 
Marshall Legal Opportunity Program 
has been incorporated into the bill be-
fore us. This program would identify 
socially and economically disadvan-
taged law school students and provide 
them with the opportunity to hone 
their skills through summer institutes, 
mid-year seminars and support serv-
ices. Working within the framework of 
the highly successful Council on Legal 
Education Opportunity (CLEO), this 

program will provide the necessary re-
sources to ensure that those who have 
proven themselves at the under-
graduate level of study are able to 
maximize their potential as they move 
on to law school. Investing in the 
promise of these talented individuals is 
a worthwhile endeavor and I am 
pleased that this legislation has been 
included in this reauthorization. 

Mr. President, passage of this legisla-
tion sustains our Nation’s longstanding 
commitment to access, choice and op-
portunity in higher education. Every 
society places a premium on education 
in terms of fostering a skilled and 
trained work force in the next genera-
tion, and the more complex economi-
cally the world becomes, the more crit-
ical it is to address this aspect of devel-
oping our human resources. In our soci-
ety, however, education carries two 
other very important responsibilities 
which make the legislation we are 
talking about today essential to the 
health and vitality of our society. 

The first is that we are one of a hand-
ful of countries that has maintained a 
democracy over a sustained period of 
time. Obviously, education is essential 
to a literate citizenry capable of mak-
ing a democracy work. The other di-
mension is that education in America 
represents a ladder of opportunity. We 
take great pride in being an open soci-
ety in which people can move up and 
forward, and the way they do that is 
essentially through the educational 
ladders provided in the programs we 
are reauthorizing today. In a Nation 
which believes that a person’s merit 
and talent should take them as far as 
they can go, we must continue to fos-
ter a path which allows them to maxi-
mize this potential. Many of us here 
today have benefitted from this philos-
ophy and have achieved certain levels 
of success as a direct result of the op-
portunities afforded by such principles. 
However, all of the programs we ad-
dress in this bill are not solely for the 
benefit of the individual, as important 
as that aspect is. These programs are 
part of our national effort to include 
people in our society rather than ex-
clude them, an essential concept in my 
view to the harmonious working of 
American society. 

In passing this legislation, it is im-
portant to understand that the value of 
programs authorized by this bill can-
not be measured simply in terms of 
dollars spent. Without Federal support, 
millions of Americans would not have 
been able to attend college or receive 
the advanced training required to 
make them contributing, productive 
members of society. If this Nation is to 
continue to thrive in an ever-evolving 
global economy, we must not under-
estimate the value of the Federal gov-
ernment’s commitment to higher edu-
cation. 

The Senate’s approval of the reau-
thorization of the Higher Education 
Act is a critical step in our on-going ef-
forts to maintain access and choice in 
higher education. We must continue to 

acknowledge the vital importance of 
education in this country, to sustain 
the educated base we have created, and 
to commit ourselves to a quality edu-
cation for all our Nation’s citizens. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of S. 1882, the Higher 
Education Amendments of 1998. I com-
mend my colleagues, especially Sen-
ators KENNEDY, JEFFORDS, COATS and 
DODD, for all their hard work in put-
ting together a bi-partisan education 
bill to reauthorize the Higher Edu-
cation Act. I congratulate you for pro-
ducing a package aimed at the needs of 
our students in paying for college and 
getting a quality education. This bill 
truly helps us to get behind our kids 
and our students. It lays the ground-
work for the future in working toward 
a strong economy by educating our 
citizens and future leaders. 

This bill contains may important 
provisions reauthorizing the range of 
student financial assistance. I support 
this bill for three reasons, in par-
ticular. First, it contains important 
provisions that expand our teacher 
training programs. Second, it increases 
the maximum amount needy students 
can receive under the Pell Grant pro-
gram. Third, it encourages new teach-
ers to serve elementary and secondary 
schools in low-income areas by pro-
viding loan forgiveness for their Staf-
ford loans. 

Training our teachers is one of the 
most important steps we can take to-
ward improving education today. Our 
children deserve to be taught by well- 
qualified teachers in every classroom. 
We need more teachers, but we need 
more quality teachers. That is why I 
cosponsored Senator KENNEDY’s and 
Senator REED’s proposals to provide 
grants to local partnerships for teacher 
training. I am happy to see that many 
of the provisions in these two bills 
were included in this legislation. These 
grants will be made to local partner-
ships and are designed to encourage the 
reform and improvement of education 
at the local level. 

Second, I am very pleased that this 
bill increases the amounts available to 
students for Pell Grants. This bill con-
tinues the historic commitment of our 
government to grant aid to the need-
iest students by increasing the Pell 
Grant to $5,000. Education should be an 
opportunity for all people, regardless of 
their financial status. Education 
should be both accessible and afford-
able. We have an obligation to make 
sure that every single citizen of our 
country has the chance to go to school, 
get an education, get a good job and a 
boost up the opportunity ladder. 

Third, this bill provides loan forgive-
ness for Stafford loans to teachers who 
choose to teach in elementary and sec-
ondary schools in low-income areas. It 
authorizes the Secretary of Education 
to repay certain loans made to bor-
rowers who become full-time teachers 
for three consecutive school years in a 
high-poverty area. This section com-
bines our commitment to a quality 
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public education for all students with 
our commitment to also target the 
areas in highest need. It provides in-
centives for well-trained teachers to 
teach in areas that really need com-
mitted and well trained teachers. This 
bill helps ensure that we are meeting 
the needs of all of our students by tar-
geting funds to those high need areas. 

Let me briefly mention two other 
provisions of this bill that are of spe-
cial importance to me. I am very 
pleased to see that the Thurgood Mar-
shal Legal Education Opportunity Pro-
gram, legislation that I cosponsored 
with Senator SARBANES, was included 
in the manager’s package of this bill. 
This amendment will help qualified 
disadvantaged students gain admission 
to law school and help prepare them for 
their legal education. It identifies so-
cially and economically disadvantaged 
law students and provides them with 
both financial and academic support 
services. This program has a 29 year 
record of assisting these disadvantaged 
students and I am proud to have been a 
strong supporter of this program. 

Mr. President, I would also like to 
thank Senator JEFFORDS and Senator 
KENNEDY for including language in the 
manager’s package that doubles the 
authorization of federal funds that do 
not have to matched by the Histori-
cally Black Colleges and Universities 
graduate programs. This will greatly 
help our HBCU graduate programs in-
crease their quality of programs. It fol-
lows our important commitment to 
support our Historically Black Colleges 
and Universities. I am particularly 
happy that both HBCU graduate pro-
grams in my state at Morgan State 
University and Eastern Shore will ben-
efit from this important amendment. 

Mr. President, this bill represents a 
real investment in the education of our 
youth. It represents, as it should, a bi-
partisan effort to ensure the quality 
and affordability of education for all. 
Education can and should be something 
that we can all agree on. We will all 
have to live in the future with the deci-
sions we make now on education. We 
are responsible for our future, and that 
means we are responsible for making 
sure that our children are equipped to 
deal with the issues they will be facing. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, the 
legislation before us today, the Higher 
Education Act, is an example of what 
can happen when the majority makes 
an effort to work together with Sen-
ators from this side of the aisle to do 
something for the good of the country. 
I commend Senator JEFFORDS and Sen-
ator KENNEDY for their good work on 
this bill. Unfortunately, we have seen 
too few examples of this type of bipar-
tisan cooperation this year. 

The Higher Education Act is very im-
portant, and I am pleased we are mak-
ing good progress in renewing and 
strengthening it. As we are all well 
aware, access to higher education can 
help unlock the door to a better future 
for our students and for our Nation, 
and this legislation provides the key 

for many students. Pell grants, student 
loans, campus-based aid and other pro-
grams have helped millions of students 
afford a college education. Through 
these programs, we provide $38 billion 
in financial assistance to more than 
19.4 million students in postsecondary 
education institutions. 

The bill we are adopting today makes 
a number of important improvements 
in this law. First, and most important, 
it continues the effort to make a col-
lege education more affordable by con-
tinuing current programs, increasing 
the maximum Pell Grant, reducing in-
terest rates on student loans, improv-
ing repayment options for students, 
and increasing the information avail-
able to families about the cost of a col-
lege education while encouraging insti-
tutions to minimize cost increases. 

The bill includes important incen-
tives to improve the quality of teacher 
training and recruitment and to ex-
pand professional development oppor-
tunities. I commend the Committee, 
and in particular the Senator from New 
Mexico, Senator BINGAMAN, and the 
Senator from Rhode Island, Senator 
REED, for their efforts to consolidate 
and strengthen these provisions into a 
more logical, coordinate system. We 
know that putting students in a class-
room with a well-trained, qualified 
teacher is one of the most effective 
ways to help them achieve to the best 
of their abilities. 

I am also pleased that the bill estab-
lishes a demonstration program to ex-
pand post-secondary opportunities for 
distance learning. This will help many 
people, especially those in rural areas, 
those with disabilities and nontradi-
tional students, gain access to pro-
grams in which they might not other-
wise be able to participate. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota, Senator 
WELLSTONE, has been a strong sup-
porter of these provisions. 

The bill also includes a proposal of-
fered by the Senator from Connecticut, 
Senator DODD, which I cosponsored, to 
encourage colleges to establish cam-
pus-based child care for low-income 
students. I also support provisions in 
the bill that will help reduce binge- 
drinking on college campuses and re-
duce campus crime levels. 

Finally, I strongly support the provi-
sion creating a new grant program for 
Tribal Colleges and Universities. These 
institutions, most of which struggle fi-
nancially, do a remarkable job of cre-
ating educational opportunities for Na-
tive Americans. They need and deserve 
federal support. 

I would like to note that while I did 
not support the Kennedy amendment, I 
do support the study called for in the 
managers’ amendment to determine 
whether there might be ways to move 
toward a more market-based student 
loan system to improve the efficiency 
of the student loan system. While I did 
support the Harkin amendment be-
cause it reduced the cost of student 
loans, I would note that I strongly be-
lieve we must take care to maintain a 

strong Federal Family Education Loan 
program. The evidence is strong that 
competition between the Direct Loan 
program and the FFEL program is 
good for both programs and ultimately 
good for students, and I believe it is 
important that we work to maintain 
this balance. 

Mr. President, the Higher Education 
Act is yet another example of the posi-
tive impact the federal government can 
have in helping our Nation invest in 
our future. By helping to lower the 
cost barriers to higher education, we 
help millions of young people gain the 
skills they will need to be contributing 
members of society while we build a 
strong work force, encourage the devel-
opment of our intellectual capital and 
nurture the leaders of the next genera-
tion. I urge my colleagues to join me 
wholeheartedly in supporting this very 
important piece of legislation. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, it has 
come to my attention that the official 
CBO scoring of the Graham amendment 
adopted earlier today shows a slight 
mismatch in outlays relating to the 
new spending and offset contained in 
the amendment. This technical draft-
ing error has resulted in a small paygo 
problem for this legislation. 

It is my intention that this bill be in 
full and complete compliance with all 
relevant budget rules and I intend to 
ensure that the bill as it comes out of 
conference will meet this standard. 

SECTION 632 OF TITLE VI 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

would like to raise the issue of Section 
632 of Title VI of the Higher Education 
Act, the so called ‘‘hold harmless’’ pro-
vision as the Senate discusses this very 
important reauthorization of the High-
er Education Act. 

It is my understanding that Section 
632 was first enacted in the Higher Edu-
cation Amendments of 1992 in order to 
prevent the Department of Education 
from funding new or expanding existing 
Title VI, International Education Pro-
grams unless existing Title VI pro-
grams were funded at their FY 1992 
level. However, the bill before us re-
moves the provision, so as to give the 
Secretary of Education greater 
flexability. 

The University of New Mexico’s 
Latin American Institute has con-
tacted me to raise its concerns about 
the removal of Section 632 from the 
Higher Education Act. I also under-
stand the international programs at 
Ohio State and the U. of Michigan have 
contacted their respective Senators 
with similar concerns. 

However, I also understand the reau-
thorization of the Higher Education 
Act does not create any new programs 
within Title VI, so is it your under-
standing that since no new programs 
are created within Title VI that Sec-
tion 632 is unnecessary? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I understand the 
concern of the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico in protecting the 
funding of international programs such 
as the Latin American Institute at the 
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University of New Mexico. I would con-
cur with my colleague from New Mex-
ico in what he has said and I would 
urge the Secretary of Education to al-
locate funding to international pro-
grams in a fair manner. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the distin-
guished Chairman for his consideration 
of this important matter. 

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I ask unanimous 

consent that Senator COLLINS be recog-
nized to speak on the bill for up to 15 
minutes, and that following her re-
marks, Senator DEWINE be recognized 
to speak on the bill for up to 15 min-
utes, and that following their remarks, 
Senator BINGAMAN be recognized to 
offer his amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Ms. COLLINS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maine. 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to be a cosponsor of this impor-
tant legislation, and I want to com-
mend the Senator from Vermont, the 
chairman of the committee, for his 
work in bringing this very important 
legislation to the floor. 

Mr. President, today we continue a 
historic commitment which began 40 
years ago when Congress enacted the 
National Defense Education Act. 

In 1958, the NDEA provided that: 
‘‘The security of the Nation requires 
the fullest development of the mental 
resources and technical skills of its 
young men and women.’’ At that time, 
Congress was thinking of security in 
terms of the cold war and was reacting 
to the Soviet Union’s stunning achieve-
ment in launching Sputnik. 

Although the cold war is behind us 
now, the sentiments expressed in 1958 
remain valid today. The threat may no 
longer be as dramatic as the threat 
posed by the technological advance-
ments of a hostile superpower; instead, 
the threat that we face today is a quiet 
threat of lost opportunity—economi-
cally, culturally, and socially—a threat 
that will be realized if we fail to pro-
vide educational opportunities to our 
citizens. 

As a Senator from a State with a 
very high rate of high school comple-
tion but a very low rate of participa-
tion in higher education, I am particu-
larly concerned about the threat that 
the lack of access to higher education 
poses to the future well-being of many 
of our lower-income citizens. 

We know, Mr. President, that fewer 
people from lower-income families en-
roll in postsecondary education. The 
problems caused by the lack of access, 
however, do not stop once we get stu-
dents to campus. Another challenge is 
keeping them there and encouraging 
them to graduate. 

The disturbing truth, Mr. President, 
is that students who find college least 
affordable are much less likely to com-

plete college than their financially 
more secure counterparts. As the Edu-
cational Testing Service’s Policy Infor-
mation Center has reported, ‘‘The edu-
cation staircase . . . is getting steeper 
and harder to climb, particularly for 
those in lower income groups.’’ 

The center has reported the alarming 
fact that students from lower-income 
backgrounds, in addition to having 
much lower rates of entrance into col-
lege, have much higher dropout rates 
than those from higher-income fami-
lies. 

In 1979, a student in the top quartile 
of family income was four times more 
likely to obtain a baccalaureate degree 
by age 24 than a student from the bot-
tom quartile. 

By 1994, Mr. President, this problem, 
this gap, had gotten much worse. Indi-
viduals from the top quartile were 10 
times more likely to attain a 4-year de-
gree by age 24. 

When you couple this statistic with 
the well-established relationship be-
tween educational attainment and life-
time earnings, the consequences of the 
education gap are obvious. We keep 
reading about the gap between the rich 
and the poor in this country and that 
that gap is growing. That gap is, by 
and large, an education gap. 

If we are able to provide educational 
opportunities to lower-income families, 
we will help close that gap, because the 
differences in the lifetime earnings of 
people who complete only high school 
versus those who go on to postsec-
ondary education are enormous. We are 
at risk of creating a permanent 
underclass of people without the skills 
that open the gateways to economic 
opportunity, the skills that allow 
entry into a job market demanding a 
higher-educated and better-trained 
workforce. In fact, Mr. President, it is 
estimated that in the State of Maine 
more than 80 percent of the new jobs 
being created require some sort of post-
secondary education. 

Unless steps are taken to close this 
educational gap, a gap rooted in eco-
nomics rather than in intelligence or 
ability, we are locking the children of 
America’s lower-income families into a 
self-perpetuating cycle of inadequate 
education and low-income status. 
Without educational opportunities, a 
significant part of American society 
will never have the chance to partici-
pate fairly in America’s bright tech-
nology-based future. 

Mr. President, the legislation before 
us, the Higher Education Act reauthor-
ization, will help provide these edu-
cational opportunities. I would like to 
highlight some specific provisions in 
this legislation that I worked on and 
believe are critical. These provisions 
increase access to education by focus-
ing on two components—first, helping 
families afford education; and, second, 
increasing the aspirations of our young 
people, particularly those who come 
from families where higher education 
is not a tradition. 

Mr. President, the Pell Grant Pro-
gram has been one of the Federal Gov-

ernment’s greatest contributions to 
the success of higher education. Over 
the last 25 years, this program has pro-
vided invaluable assistance to tens of 
millions of our neediest students. 

The Pell Grant Program has, how-
ever, had some flaws. Most notably, 
under its current formula, the program 
creates a disincentive to work. This 
was brought home to me when I talked 
to a young person who had decided to 
take a year off between high school and 
college in order to earn more money 
for her education. She worked at 
McDonald’s and lived at home, saved 
every penny. The consequence was that 
she lost her Pell grant when she went 
to school the next year. 

We have created, in the current for-
mula, a disincentive, because we have a 
very low cap on allowable earnings 
which penalizes students who are try-
ing to pay for their education through 
work rather than relying solely on 
loans. 

Earlier this year, I introduced the 
Working Students Income Protection 
Act to address this problem. I am very 
pleased that the Labor and Human Re-
sources Committee has incorporated 
my bill into the final version of the 
legislation before us today. It will in-
crease by $1,000 the earnings allowance 
for students who receive Pell grants. 

Another important provision improv-
ing the Pell grant that is included in 
this legislation is the elimination of 
the dependent care cap that had been 
included in the formula in the past. 
Again, I introduced legislation to make 
this change because I was concerned 
that as we increase the maximum level 
of aid, we end up limiting Pell grant 
awards to some of the most needy stu-
dents, those who have child care ex-
penses. Often these are single parents 
who are balancing raising children, 
going to work, and attending college. 
The changes that are included in this 
bill will make it a little bit easier for 
these students. 

Another provision of this bill in-
cludes legislation that Senator REED of 
Rhode Island and I have authored to 
strengthen the State Student Incentive 
Grant Program. This program provides 
assistance to 12,000 Maine students who 
come from families whose average in-
come is under $12,000. 

Mr. President, as important as all 
this financial assistance is—and I know 
from my experience working in a 
Maine college that it is critical—there 
is another significant barrier to higher 
education for a lot of our young people. 

If students come from a disadvan-
taged social or economic background, 
and come from families where there is 
no experience with higher education, 
they may look at college as being be-
yond their reach. It may be a fright-
ening experience for them or some-
thing they simply do not consider, de-
spite having the ability to succeed. 

In reauthorizing the Higher Edu-
cation Act, we are continuing one of 
the Federal Government’s most suc-
cessful efforts, and that is the TRIO 
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Programs. In my home State, TRIO 
Programs such as Talent Search and 
Upward Bound have identified and 
reached out to promising young people 
who otherwise never would have con-
sidered postsecondary education but 
for these terrific programs. Two-thirds 
of the students benefiting from the 
TRIO Programs come from families 
where neither parent has any higher 
education and whose families’ incomes 
are below $24,000. 

One such student, Mr. President, re-
cently visited me. She was a young 
woman from Greene, ME, who talked 
with such excitement about the benefit 
of the Talent Search Program to her 
aspirations. She said that the program 
had convinced her that she wants to go 
to college. This young woman comes 
from a low-income family. Neither of 
her parents went to college. In fact, her 
mother was a teenage mother who 
dropped out of high school to raise her 
children. This young woman put it 
very well. She said, ‘‘But for this pro-
gram, but for the Talent Search Pro-
gram, I would have been too frightened 
to go to college. I would have just as-
sumed that it wasn’t for me.’’ This pro-
gram, by exposing her to a college en-
vironment, by giving her the coun-
seling, the mentoring, and the encour-
agement that she needed, has con-
vinced her that higher education will 
be part of her future. I am convinced 
that it will be a bright future indeed. 

It is difficult for me to think of a 
more worthwhile investment of Federal 
funds than these important programs. 
The Federal Government cannot guar-
antee equal educational attainment for 
every student, but we can certainly 
take steps that will guarantee equality 
of access for every student. We can 
help eliminate the barriers of cost and 
inadequate aspirations that prevent 
students from lower- and middle-in-
come families from pursuing postsec-
ondary education. We can give them 
equal opportunity by providing the ac-
cess through the important programs 
in this legislation. 

The Higher Education Act that is be-
fore the Senate today will help our 
citizens overcome economic and social 
barriers, take advantage of education, 
and reach their full potential. That not 
only benefits them as individuals, it 
benefits our Nation as a society, as 
well. 

Today I encourage my colleagues to 
join in affirming and extending the 
commitment for access to education 
that we began 40 years ago. 

I thank the President for the time, 
and I thank the chairman for his ef-
forts, as well. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-

SIONS). The Senator from Ohio. 
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I will 

offer a few brief comments in regard to 
this very important piece of legislation 
that the Senate is now considering. In 
my work on the Labor Committee, one 
of the things I have been focusing on is 
the issue of quality teaching in our 

classroom. Really, there is nothing 
more important in regard to education 
than the teacher. Our children deserve 
to be taught by teachers who really un-
derstand their subject, understand the 
subject matter. 

I have worked hard to incorporate 
measures concerning good teaching 
into this bill. I want to thank Chair-
man JEFFORDS for the assistance that 
he has given me and the cooperation in 
getting these sections incorporated 
into this very good bill. 

Title II of this legislation is entitled 
‘‘Improving Teacher Quality.’’ Here are 
some of the measures that I have been 
promoting that I am pleased to say 
have been included in this bill. One, the 
bill funds programs that establish, ex-
pand, and improve alternative routes 
to State certification for highly quali-
fied individuals from other occupations 
and for recent college graduates with 
records of academic distinction. 

Two, this bill would develop and im-
plement innovative efforts aimed at re-
ducing the shortage of highly qualified 
teachers in high-poverty urban and in 
high-poverty rural areas. These efforts 
might include the recruitment of high-
ly qualified individuals from other oc-
cupations—again, through alternative 
certification programs. 

Three, this bill would provide pro-
spective teachers with alternatives to 
traditional preparation for teaching, 
through programs at colleges of arts 
and sciences or at nonprofit edu-
cational organizations. 

I am pleased that this bill has a 
strong focus on alternative certifi-
cation or licensure of teachers. I intro-
duced S. 1742, the Alternative Certifi-
cation and Licensure of Teachers Act 
back in February of this year. I intro-
duced it because I wanted to give high-
ly qualified people who like to teach, 
who want to teach, a chance to do so. 
These are people who can serve as men-
tors and who can serve as role models, 
real life examples of how a good edu-
cation can make a huge, positive dif-
ference in a student’s future. These are 
the types of individuals that we should 
be encouraging to become teachers and 
to get into education. 

I also take a moment to talk about 
the commonsense Quality Child Care 
Loan Forgiveness Act, which I intro-
duced last July. I am pleased that this 
provision has also been included in this 
bill. Members can find it incorporated 
in title IV of the bill before the Senate. 

Now, Mr. President, the Quality 
Child Care Loan Forgiveness Act pro-
vides school loan forgiveness to indi-
viduals who earn a degree in early 
childhood education or in related fields 
and who then obtains employment in a 
child care facility. I think we must rec-
ognize the extraordinary need that ex-
ists today for quality child care. Re-
cent studies have shown that more 
than 80 percent of child care centers 
provide mediocre or poor quality serv-
ices. The indications are that a mere 14 
percent of the centers surveyed met 
levels of quality that were high enough 

to adequately support a child’s devel-
opment. The Quality Child Care Loan 
Forgiveness Act will help ensure that 
our children get higher quality child 
care. It will do it by encouraging more 
people, better qualified people, to teach 
in these facilities. It will encourage 
students who are in college to major in 
this area and to make their lifework 
early childhood development. Again, I 
don’t know what could be more impor-
tant. 

Finally, let me say I am glad that 
this bill includes important legislation 
I sponsored having to do with the un-
derground railroad. The Underground 
Railroad Education Culture Act will 
provide for the establishment of pro-
grams to research, display, interpret, 
and collect artifacts and other items 
relating to the history of the under-
ground railroad. The history of the un-
derground railroad is important to this 
country. It is important to Ohio, and it 
is important to me personally. In the 
20 years prior to the Civil War, it is es-
timated—no one will ever know what 
the true figure is—but it is estimated 
that more than 40,000 slaves, 40,000 
human beings escaped bondage and 
made their way to free soil on the trail 
of the underground railroad. 

This is a great story. It is a great 
story that every schoolchild in Amer-
ica should know about. More than 150 
underground railroad sites have been 
identified in my home State of Ohio 
alone. We are sure there are many, 
many more besides that. These are 
sites that symbolized at the time free-
dom for thousands and thousands of 
enslaved Americans. When I visit these 
places, as I have with my family, it 
gives me real pause for hope about the 
future of our country. 

When we talk about race relations in 
this country, we would do well to re-
mind ourselves that at one of the dark-
est points in our history—maybe our 
darkest point, the period of slavery— 
some blacks and some whites took im-
mense personal risk to work together 
for freedom, to work together for lib-
erty. It is a great story. This is a part 
of the American story that we should 
be proud of and we should build on. In 
Ohio, we are very proud of the part our 
ancestors played in this great story. 
This is why I think this legislation is 
so very important. 

I want to again thank my colleague, 
Senator JEFFORDS, the chairman of our 
committee, and my other colleagues on 
the Labor Committee, for agreeing to 
place this legislation in the managers’ 
amendment. It was very important to 
recognize this period in our history. 

Let me conclude, Mr. President, by 
mentioning briefly what I believe to be 
the next step on education policy. I 
have introduced legislation that would 
provide assistance for the creation of 
nonprofit teacher training facilities 
across the United States, facilities that 
would help train teachers—teachers 
who are already in the classroom, or 
individuals who are about to enter this 
great profession. S. 1742, the Teacher 
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Quality Act, which I have introduced, 
is a commonsense piece of legislation 
that would assist school districts in 
their struggle to maintain the highest 
possible academic standards for their 
children. I hope that in the weeks 
ahead we will consider this bill as well. 

Mr. President, I strongly support this 
bipartisan effort and will vote in favor 
of its passage. Again, I congratulate 
Senator JEFFORDS and the other mem-
bers of our committee who have 
worked so long and hard to bring this 
very good and comprehensive bill to 
the Senate. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, first 
of all, I want to thank both of my col-
leagues from Maine and from Ohio, 
Senator COLLINS and Senator DEWINE, 
for a very eloquent and pertinent state-
ment and for all the work they did in 
committee in helping us to put to-
gether this bill. 

Mr. President, I now believe that, 
under the previous unanimous consent 
order, Senator BINGAMAN is to be rec-
ognized. I don’t believe there is any 
time agreement. 

Would the Senator be willing to ac-
cept an hour equally divided? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I am 
not certain that a half hour on my side 
will be adequate. I have two other 
speakers in addition to myself. I would 
like to allow each of them to speak 
first. I don’t expect that it will take 
much more than that on my side. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. We will wait on 
that. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3116 
(Purpose: To ensure that secondary school 

teachers are sufficiently prepared during 
their pre-service training to have suffi-
cient academic knowledge to be able to 
help their students reach high academic 
standards) 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA-

MAN], for himself, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. REID, 
and Mr. HOLLINGS, proposes an amendment 
numbered 3116. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Insert at the end of Title II, Part A (page 

237, after line 14) 
‘‘SEC. 237. ACADEMIC MAJORS FOR SECONDARY 

SCHOOL TEACHERS. 
‘‘(a) States and postsecondary programs 

that prepare secondary school teachers and 
receive Federal funds under this Act exclud-
ing aid provided under Title IV, shall, unless 
they have already done so, adopt within 3 
years after the date of enactment of the 
Higher Education Amendments of 1998 a pol-
icy that all undergraduate candidates pre-
paring to be secondary school teachers be re-
quired to successfully complete an academic 
major, as defined by the institution of higher 
education at which the student attends, in 
the academic area in which they plan to 
teach.’’ 

‘‘(b) Nothing in this Section shall affect 
the eligibility of an individual student or an 
institution of higher education to receive 
Federal grants or loans under Title IV under 
this Act.’’ 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this 
Higher Education Act that we are en-
gaged in discussing and debating here 
is a very important act. We only get 
around to it every 6 years, so this is 
not a subject like a lot of subjects 
around here that come up every year 
and we go through a dog and pony show 
here on the Senate floor. This issue 
comes up once every 6 years. The last 
time we reauthorized the Higher Edu-
cation Act was in 1992. The next time 
we are expected to reauthorize the 
Higher Education Act will be 2004. So it 
is important that we get it right and 
do it right this year. 

I join with others who have spoken in 
congratulating Senator JEFFORDS and 
Senator KENNEDY for the leadership 
they have provided. We have a bipar-
tisan bill. There are a number of incen-
tives in this bill to streamline and 
strengthen the ways in which we deal 
with the issue of higher education in 
the country and the ways that we li-
cense and place teachers, including 
several provisions that I have rec-
ommended. 

But there is some unfinished busi-
ness, Mr. President, and that is what 
my amendment tries to address. Let 
me go on and describe a little of the 
background before I describe the 
amendment itself. 

Teaching, of course, is our largest 
profession. We have close to 3 million 
people employed in teaching. To main-
tain and even increase the supply of 
teachers, the teacher preparation pro-
grams need to generate thousands of 
teaching candidates every year as we 
move ahead. The Federal Government 
is a major support for the students who 
go through these training programs. 
We provide $1.8 billion in student loans. 
Yet, we all know that the quality of 
these programs, in many cases, is inad-
equate, and we need to question this 
large Federal investment when we look 
at the quality of some of the teaching 
programs we are supporting. 

How is it that some universities can 
condone a rate of only 40 percent of 
their teacher education students pass-
ing licensing exams? How do I, as a 
Senator, explain to my constituents 
the investment of Federal tax dollars 
going to these institutions when they 
fail to prepare students to meet the 
exams that the States themselves are 
providing for people who want to 
teach? 

For this reason, I propose an amend-
ment to the Higher Education Act to 
require accountability on the part of 
education schools and the universities 
that house those education schools. 
The amendment requires that States 
develop criteria to identify low-per-
forming teacher preparation programs, 
including a State-determined pass rate 
on State licensing exams. 

It also proposes that States make a 
public list of the teacher preparation 

programs that meet the criteria for 
being labeled low performing; that 
States develop a list of suggested ways 
in which local teacher preparation pro-
grams can improve; and, finally, after a 
4-year period—4 years into this 6-year 
reauthorization bill—if the State re-
moved its approval from a teacher 
preparation program that the State 
itself felt had not made adequate im-
provement, then the Federal Govern-
ment would support the State by with-
holding Federal funds from that pro-
gram as well. 

That is what I have proposed. The 
education school accountability 
amendment was designed to ensure 
that teaching candidates have the 
baseline knowledge that they need be-
fore they go into the classroom. The 
amendment included a section on re-
porting. States and institutions would 
collect and publish the information 
needed by potential students to make 
informed decisions about enrollment in 
teacher preparation programs. 

I must say, Mr. President, that we 
have been able to work out a provision 
on accountability of schools of edu-
cation, which is being included in the 
managers’ amendment, which I think 
is a substantial step forward. It does 
not include many of the provisions I 
had urged, unfortunately. And I must 
say that I have been baffled by the re-
sponse of the higher education commu-
nity to this effort to impose a little 
more accountability for low-per-
forming teacher preparation institu-
tions—those institutions existing near-
ly in every State. 

In all the literature that has been 
distributed by that community in re-
sponse to this amendment and the 
amendment Congressman MILLER of-
fered on the House side, I have not seen 
any attempt by the higher education 
community to take any responsibility 
or come up with any suggestions for 
how to deal with the problem, which 
we know is a real one. The entire sub-
stance of their argument was one that 
they opposed interference by the Gov-
ernment; they certainly didn’t want 
the Federal Government involving 
itself in the role of the States, and 
they didn’t want the States involving 
themselves in higher education pro-
grams any more than they presently 
do. Basically, they were saying that 
the higher education programs need to 
be left as they are, in spite of the prob-
lems that clearly exist. 

Most troubling to me was the lack of 
willingness even to report pass rates of 
teacher preparation programs. In a let-
ter dated June 9, the American Council 
on Education indicated that reporting 
is too burdensome—the reporting that 
we were urging be accomplished. I 
don’t really understand why it is pos-
sible for law schools and medical 
schools to publish their student pass 
rates, but not schools of education. Ob-
viously, the question needs to be raised 
and answered: Is there something to 
hide? Is there some information they 
don’t want out? I fear that that may be 
the case. 
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Together we can help the colleges 

and universities to raise the status of 
teacher education to ensure that stu-
dents enrolling in teacher education 
programs get the return on their in-
vestment that they expect and deserve. 
But we can’t forget that the most im-
portant constituency for us to be con-
cerned about is the children who are 
going to be served by the graduates of 
these education schools. I think we can 
make real progress if we impose some 
accountability there. 

Mr. President, the amendment that I 
have offered and sent to the desk is in 
addition to what has been agreed to in 
the managers’ amendment. I commend 
the managers of the bill for agreeing to 
what I have already described. 

But the amendment that I am pro-
posing says if you are training people 
to teach at the high school level—just 
at the high school level, not the ele-
mentary school level—if you are train-
ing people to teach at the high school 
level, give those people an academic 
major. Give them any education 
courses you want. Certainly courses in 
methods and courses in technique are 
fine, but don’t turn out people to teach 
in our high schools who have only 
taken education courses. We are not 
saying that you have to have a major 
in the academic subject in which you 
wind up teaching. We are not putting 
in any kind of requirement like that in 
the law, only that you have to have 
some kind of academic major. 

This is not, let me make it very 
clear, Mr. President, an amendment 
which intends to bash teachers. It is 
just the opposite. The amendment is 
intended to support the good teachers 
we have in our education system today, 
to give them more good teachers to 
work with them in improving edu-
cation. 

In my State we have many extremely 
well-qualified and committed teachers 
who do a wonderful job for very little 
pay. In my own family, both my par-
ents devoted their careers to teaching. 
My sister is a teacher. I am a great be-
liever in the value of good teachers. 

I believe the amendment I have of-
fered will strengthen our ability to 
turn out good teachers and have those 
teachers in the classroom. We give a 
lot of speeches here about account-
ability. We need to make people more 
accountable. We need to make govern-
ment more accountable. We need to 
make the institutions of government 
more accountable. I agree with all of 
that. The amendment I sent to the 
desk tries to do that very thing. It says 
to the schools that are training our 
teachers—give the new teachers that 
are coming out a good academic back-
ground. 

The problem has been discussed ex-
tensively. There has been a great deal 
of publicity about the recent testing 
that has occurred in Massachusetts, of 
course, and the inadequate percentage 
of people there who are able to pass the 
exam, the people who are getting ready 
to go into teaching. Similar problems 

exist in other States. The simple fact is 
you cannot teach something if you do 
not understand it. You have to have 
more than technique in order to be a 
good teacher. You have to also know 
the subject matter. You have to have 
good academic skills provided to the 
teachers or else the students cannot be 
expected to have good academic skills 
themselves. 

According to a recently completed 
analysis of State level student achieve-
ment data, students in States with 
more teachers holding certification 
plus a major in their field do signifi-
cantly better on the national assess-
ment of educational progress on read-
ing and math exams than in States 
where this requirement is not avail-
able. Students of teachers who com-
pleted undergraduate activity majors 
and appropriate professional course- 
work achieve better than peers their 
own age whose teachers completed edu-
cation majors. That is true no matter 
how poor the students are, no matter 
what their ethnicity, no matter wheth-
er English is their first language or 
their second language. 

Mr. President, let me start with two 
charts that I want to call to people’s 
attention. This first chart makes the 
obvious point that there are 32 States 
that require teachers to complete an 
academic major for high school teach-
ing, 30 that explicitly require that you 
have an academic major if you go into 
high school teaching, two others that 
require the equivalent of that. 

If any Senator wants to know wheth-
er his or her State already has this re-
quirement in State law, they need to 
look at this chart. We have tried to 
provide copies of it. I am told we are 
not able to put copies on the Repub-
lican side of the aisle because there is 
some kind of a breakdown in our ef-
forts to be bipartisan around here and 
we are only able to give them to the 
Democrats. But the chart is here. If 
anyone is willing to walk across the 
aisle, I would like to show them the 
chart. It is the same on both sides of 
the aisle. It makes the point, very 
clearly, that 32 States are now requir-
ing the exact thing that we are trying 
to get done through this amendment. 

I have been asked to break the dis-
cussion so that the Senator from Iowa 
may speak. 

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that an intern in 
my office, Michael Pratt, and Lloyd 
Horwich, a detailee from the Depart-
ment of Education, be given floor privi-
leges during the duration of the debate 
on the Higher Education Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. Thank you, very much. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let 

me make another point—that requiring 
an academic major saves money. Let 
me show this second chart which 
makes this point, I think, very graphi-
cally. 

This chart makes the point that 
entry and retention rates of teachers of 

teacher preparation programs that 
allow beginning teachers to complete a 
major in their subject and require a 
firm grounding in teaching skills is 
substantially higher than those pro-
grams, the traditional programs, that 
only have education courses in them. 
For every 100 candidates who are just 
in teacher education, 3 years after they 
complete their education only 28 of the 
100 are still in teaching. We are train-
ing 72 of the people out of those 100 
candidates in teacher education who 
don’t stay in teaching more than 3 
years. Those are the programs where 
they don’t have an academic major. In 
the case where they do have an aca-
demic major, if you start with 100 can-
didates, after 3 years 75 of those can-
didates are still in teaching. 

Mr. President, it is clear to me that 
this is a good deal for the taxpayer to 
give these people an academic back-
ground, keep them in teaching, and 
don’t wind up spending a lot of money 
to train people who are going to drop 
out of the teaching profession very 
quickly. So I think it is very important 
that we try to do this. 

Teachers with academic majors feel 
significantly better, are better pre-
pared for their work, and they are sig-
nificantly more likely to enter teach-
ing following their preparation. Over 90 
percent do enter teaching following 
their preparation, and they are much 
more likely to remain in the profession 
for more years. 

The Higher Education Act, which we 
are considering on the floor, encour-
ages State and higher education insti-
tutions to implement an academic 
major requirement. But it does not 
make it a priority for deciding who 
gets funding. 

Given the evidence that directly 
links the acquisition of a major with 
student achievement, we are arguing 
with this amendment that the lan-
guage of the bill should provide that 
those States that do not require a 
major for high school teachers would 
be required to develop a plan for imple-
mentation of that kind of requirement 
over the next 3 years. Requiring a 
major will help raise standards for en-
trance into the teaching profession. 

According to a recent study by the 
National Education Longitudinal 
Study of 1988, in the field of math, only 
35 percent of women attending a major 
in education scored in the top two of 
the five proficiency levels in the sub-
ject. Male education majors are almost 
three times as likely to be below the 
lowest level of reading proficiency as 
their peers going into other majors. 

Professional organizations are weigh-
ing in on this issue in favor of what we 
are proposing in this amendment. The 
October 1997 Conference of the National 
Council of History Education conferees 
recommended that the colleges’ edu-
cation faculty be given the authority 
to reduce the number of generic meth-
ods courses in order to present team- 
taught courses with subject matter of 
scholars and seasoned teachers from 
the field. 
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The National Science Teachers Asso-

ciation supports all efforts that en-
courage science teachers to major in 
the subject that they plan to teach and 
at the same time receive a teaching 
credential. 

If we expect higher standards of our 
students, as we all do, we need to pro-
vide them with teachers who have the 
content area preparation to help them 
meet those standards. 

That is an impossible task when 39.5 
percent of science teachers do not even 
hold a minor in the subject that they 
are teaching. Thirty-four percent of 
math teachers and 25 percent of 
English teachers were similarly teach-
ing outside their field. In many high- 
poverty schools, the percentage of out- 
of-field teachers can rise above 50 per-
cent. Increasing the number of teach-
ers with an academic major is one way 
to alleviate the problem. We owe our 
children a quality education, a quality 
teacher in every classroom, and this 
higher education amendment is a place 
to start in that effort. 

This bill, as I indicated earlier, only 
comes up once every 6 years. It is im-
portant, I believe, that we take this ac-
tion tonight before we complete action 
on the bill. It is not enough to say we 
are going to study this for another 6 
years. Either we believe that upgrading 
the quality of teaching is important or 
we do not. Let’s not put off action until 
we are well into the next century. This 
is a chance to quit cursing the dark 
and to light a single candle. I do not 
think people who decide they should 
vote against this amendment should 
spend the next 6 years complaining 
about the poor quality of teaching in 
our schools. This is a chance to deal 
with that poor quality of teaching in a 
concrete way, and I hope people will 
support the amendment. 

Let me defer. I see my colleague and 
cosponsor, Senator COCHRAN from Mis-
sissippi, has risen to speak. Let me 
yield the floor so he can do so, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 

delighted to join with my friend from 
New Mexico in sponsoring this amend-
ment and urging the Senate to approve 
it. 

I ask unanimous consent that I be 
shown as a cosponsor of the amend-
ment, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COCHRAN. There has been some 
misunderstanding, I think, in conversa-
tions I have had with fellow Senators 
about this amendment. What it does 
not purport to do is to tell the States 
how to certify or what criteria to use 
in the certification process for sec-
ondary school teachers. This amend-
ment is directed to the universities and 
the colleges that have departments of 
education and that grant degrees in 
education, and it seeks to insist that as 
a part of the education of secondary 

school teachers there be a requirement 
that there is a subject matter major in-
cluded as part of the learning experi-
ence for these teacher candidates. So it 
doesn’t purport to set out new rules to 
impose on States in the certification 
process. 

That is another subject, and we could 
talk about that in a separate debate. 
But this subject talks about what kind 
of quality learning experience do we 
want our secondary school teachers to 
have. Some can go through the edu-
cation departments in colleges and uni-
versities—at least in 18 States, or 16 
States. Thirty-two require that there 
be subject matter majors of education 
degree candidates. But the other 
States, you can go through an edu-
cation department learning experience 
and get a degree and then be a can-
didate for certification and teach in 
the secondary schools of the State 
without ever having a major field of 
study in an academic subject like 
English or history or math or science. 

It seems to me that it makes emi-
nently good sense to suggest as a mat-
ter of national policy that our edu-
cation schools throughout the country 
insist upon an academic major for the 
graduates in the education schools. 
And that is all this amendment does. 

The Senator from New Mexico talked 
about a number of other subjects that 
he thought ought to be considered by 
State governments, and they deal in 
large part with certification items. But 
the committee has already sorted 
through those suggestions. They have 
included some in the managers’ pack-
age before the Senate, and they have 
not included some. But this is a very 
narrow amendment. 

Of all the suggestions my friend from 
New Mexico makes, this one, to me, is 
one that ought to be approved by the 
Senate without any question whatso-
ever. It is certain that those who teach 
in the high schools of our country 
ought to be well versed, well grounded 
in some academic subjects, not just in 
teaching methods or teaching tech-
niques or other courses—the relation-
ship of the school with the community. 

We have all, in our common experi-
ence, had knowledge of the courses 
that are taught in many of the edu-
cation schools. Many of them are im-
portant, and they are valuable. But we 
do not want teachers coming through 
those colleges and universities with 
only courses in method and technique 
and the relationship of the school to 
the community and the other subjects 
that they are taught in the education 
departments. And we are not being 
critical. I am certainly not. My State 
of Mississippi, I am glad to see, is one 
of the 32 States where the academic 
major is required of teacher candidates 
who are graduating from the depart-
ments of education in our college and 
university system. 

So I hope Senators will look at this 
amendment carefully and support it. 
To me, it is a very important step in 
the right direction of improving the 

overall quality of all of our teachers in 
secondary schools throughout the 
country. 

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I reluctantly rise in 

opposition to this amendment. I do so 
reluctantly because the Senator from 
New Mexico and certainly the Senator 
from Mississippi have been very active 
in trying to accomplish the goals 
which are intended by this amendment. 
The bill itself already, with the assist-
ance of the Senator from New Mexico— 
in many cases his own language—has 
provided incentives and has carefully 
outlined programs to reward the States 
for accomplishing the role of making 
sure that the teachers, the new teach-
ers, have a major in the area that they 
intend to teach. 

So I applaud him for those, but I just 
think it goes too far, and I think it is 
counterproductive if you order the 
States to do something, which I agree 
they should do, but I think it will be 
counterproductive for the purposes of 
getting States to understand why they 
should and to do it not because they 
are told to but because they want to. 
On the ‘‘want to’’ side, also, States are 
rewarded when they do so by grants 
and funding, and those that do not will 
not be eligible for some of the funds 
that would be eligible to those that do. 
So there are incentives built in already 
to accomplish the goal. 

This provision just goes too far and 
will result not in improving teacher 
preparation programs but will instead 
provide little or no incentive for States 
to reform teacher preparation or for 
schools of arts and sciences to work 
with their schools of education. Man-
dating at the Federal level that States 
or partnerships require academic ma-
jors for prospective teachers in order to 
be eligible for title II funds is counter-
productive to the goals of that title. 

Title II requires that schools of arts 
and sciences work with schools of edu-
cation to improve and expand the aca-
demic rigor of these programs. By ex-
cluding these States and partnerships 
from competing for title II money, we 
are discouraging change in the very 
States and schools that need it the 
most. 

About 20 States do not currently re-
quire students to have majors in aca-
demic content areas, and 30 do. So we 
should not exclude those that are not 
presently doing it from getting funds 
to help them do it. In other words, 
those of us who oppose it believe that 
the carrot is much more effective in 
this area than the stick. Title II will 
demand much of these grantees that 
receive the funds. Grantees will be re-
quired to show that they have in-
creased the number of courses taught 
by teachers with academic majors in a 
particular field of study or they will 
lose their grants. 

It is important to note that the 
amendment would deny States or insti-
tutions other Federal funds provided 
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under this act, excluding title IV as-
sistance. 

This, too, is of concern to me. Re-
quiring a major is not an issue that the 
Federal Government should be man-
dating. It is an issue that has histori-
cally been decided by States and insti-
tutions of higher learning. And while 
we encourage it in title II, it is not ap-
propriate for the Federal Government 
to mandate it, as a prerequisite for par-
ticipation in the title II grant program. 

Finally, many States are moving to-
wards requiring majors and increasing 
the academic content knowledge of 
prospective teachers. It does not seem 
at all sensible to deny funds to the 
folks who are now moving in the right 
direction. 

This is a very, very critical area, and 
this is an important amendment, and it 
should be carefully reviewed. It has 
some support, but I believe the bill is 
well balanced as it presently is written, 
that this amendment will be counter-
productive of the goals of the bill, and 
therefore I must reluctantly oppose the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise to 
inquire, I have some questions of my 
colleague from New Mexico. I have not 
formulated a final position myself on 
it. I was listening here to the debate 
and read some of the material about 
this. 

First of all, let me say I commend 
my colleagues from New Mexico and 
Mississippi. Even having a discussion 
of how we can improve the quality of 
our teachers who are working in our el-
ementary and secondary schools is 
worthy. I compliment the chairman 
and managers. We do some major 
things in this bill to really try to assist 
teaching, such as loan forgiveness for 
people in the teaching professions, ex-
tended payment periods—a lot of 
things that really try to recognize the 
value of teachers. 

I see my colleague from Connecticut 
has arrived on the floor as well. 

I was going back over, in my own 
State of Connecticut, what criteria we 
have. On the list, we are listed as one 
of the States that requires a major. 
That is true, but only in a limited de-
gree. We require majors in certain sub-
ject matters, not in every subject mat-
ter. For instance, in languages we do 
not require that you have a major in a 
language, English or a foreign lan-
guage, in order to teach; the assump-
tion being, if you were Hispanic or 
Latino and had acquired that skill, to 
major in it would require that you 
have teaching skills on how to teach 
the language, but not necessarily re-
quire a major in the field. 

We do in other areas. In the science 
and math areas we do require majors. 
The general sciences, history, social 
studies, business, we do require majors; 
in foreign languages and English we do 
not. We have a requirement here of a 
minimum of 30 semester hours of credit 
in the subject for which endorsement is 

sought. I don’t know whether or not 
that constitutes a major or not. But it 
seems, here, we have sort of a mixed 
approach. 

We have some very fine teachers. Mr. 
President, 80 percent of our teachers 
have advanced degrees in Connecticut, 
and are normally rated as some of the 
best educated teachers in the country. 
So my first inquiry would be, I guess, if 
we do not require majors in every sub-
ject matter, would we be subject here? 
For instance, if someone did not have a 
major in a language, would Con-
necticut now have to require a major 
in that language, or would the 30 se-
mester hours meet the standard? Or 
would the fact that we do in some and 
not in others meet the standard? Or 
would we be faced with having our pro-
gram dollars cut unless we changed? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, in 
response to the Senator from Con-
necticut, I would have to learn more of 
the detail precisely of what is done in 
Connecticut before I could answer the 
question. The source of the informa-
tion that is reflected on this chart and 
that he has referred to as to which 
States already require this was Edu-
cation Week magazine. They did inter-
views with the departments of edu-
cation this last year, in September of 
1997, and published this list. 

Our amendment does not say that 
you have to have a major in the subject 
you wind up teaching. It says you 
should have a major in a subject you 
intend to teach. Maybe there should be 
an exception in there for foreign lan-
guage. I would be glad to entertain 
that modification, if the Senator 
thinks that is a problem. But the no-
tion that you should go into high 
school teaching without ever having 
majored in anything, any academic 
subject, is the concern I have. We have 
schools around the country—and they 
are not the schools the Senator is 
thinking of generally, and that I gen-
erally think of when I think of teacher 
preparation—but there are schools 
around the country that are not requir-
ing people to take academic course 
work before they turn them out to 
teach in our high schools. So you have 
people going through, with very good 
intentions, who want to become teach-
ers, want to become high school teach-
ers, who take a whole raft of education 
courses and then are turned out to 
teach, and they do not have the aca-
demic training that they need in order 
to properly prepare students. 

Mr. DODD. I appreciate the response 
on that. I do not have an amendment 
to offer because I don’t feel competent 
to suggest what my State ought to re-
quire that there be major studies in. 
They have excluded certain areas. We 
require 3 semester hours in certain sub-
ject hours, 30 semester hours in others, 
a major in some and not in others. 
They have made a decision to have sort 
of a multiple approach to this thing, a 
varied approach on it. Far be it from 
me to stand here this evening and say 
Connecticut ought to require a major 

in certain areas where they don’t re-
quire it. I have enough confidence in 
the people who have designed the pro-
gram there to give them some flexi-
bility. 

What I do not want, if I am sup-
porting my colleague’s amendment, is 
to find out if my State loses financial 
assistance because we have not pro-
vided major fields, or required a major 
in every subject matter although we 
have in others. Then I would feel re-
miss in terms of a number of areas. 

As I understand it, you would lose 
funding in international education, 
graduate education, funding for his-
torically black colleges and univer-
sities, strengthening institutional 
grants that go to mainly community 
colleges. I don’t want to be in the posi-
tion, if I vote for this, to go back and 
find out I have just deprived my State 
of funding in those areas because the 
amendment, as crafted, would deny my 
State those benefits because in some 
areas majors are not required. That is 
my concern. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. COATS. Will the Senator from 
New Mexico yield for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut has the floor, I 
believe. 

Mr. DODD. I am glad to yield to my 
colleague. 

Mr. COATS. It is right on this very 
point, because on the list the Senator 
from New Mexico placed, I think, on 
the desk here—at least I have that list; 
I think it is the same as his chart—In-
diana is also a State listed that re-
quires secondary teachers to acquire 
academic accreditation. I think the 
States ought to do that, or at least 
ought to make that decision. I don’t 
think the Federal Government ought 
to mandate it for the same reasons the 
Senator from Connecticut stated. 

However, I am concerned now that 
the Senator from Connecticut has indi-
cated that his State is one of the 
States you listed under the ‘‘Yes’’ col-
umn, as requiring that, as is Indiana, 
yet it doesn’t require it in the sense 
that the Senator’s amendment requires 
it in order to receive funds. We just 
learned of the amendment half an hour 
or so ago and have not had an oppor-
tunity. Our department of education is 
closed in Indiana now. I haven’t had 
the opportunity to call and say does 
this conform? Is this across-the-board? 
Does this conform with the amendment 
of the Senator, or are there exceptions 
like there are in Connecticut where, for 
certain disciplines, you require the 
academic major? 

I am in the same position, I think, as 
is the Senator from Connecticut. I can-
not vote to support that if I don’t know 
whether or not my State is going to be 
penalized. Does the Senator know the 
answer to that question relative to the 
State of Indiana? 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Are you asking me 
or the Senator from Connecticut? 

Mr. COATS. I am pretty sure the 
Senator from Connecticut doesn’t 
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know. If he does he knows more about 
the education in my State—— 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
would respond in the same way I would 
respond to the Senator from Con-
necticut. The basis for the list is Edu-
cation Week, which published this 
based on interviews which they did 
with departments of education around 
the country last September. I do not 
know the detail of the department of 
education’s requirements there in Indi-
ana, any more than I know the detail 
of the department of education require-
ments in Connecticut. 

Mr. COATS. I join the Senator from 
Connecticut in saying I think the Sen-
ator’s efforts are laudable. I do think, 
as the Senator from Vermont has enu-
merated, there is a lot of language in 
this bill which I think reflects what 
the Senator from New Mexico and the 
Senator from Mississippi are attempt-
ing to do, yet it does it in an encour-
aging way rather than a penalizing 
way. Given the fact there is a lot of 
confusion about how this amendment 
applies to these States, and there is no 
way we could determine that this 
evening, I wonder if the Senator 
wouldn’t be interested in withdrawing 
his amendment—at least working with 
us to try to accomplish these goals, but 
not in a way that puts us in a position 
where we will penalize our State. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. In response to that 
question, I would say the amendment 
by its own language says the require-
ment doesn’t take effect for 3 years. 

There is a period of time in which to 
adjust the language if we were to adopt 
the amendment. There is plenty of 
time to adjust it if it is onerous on a 
particular State. Of course, I would not 
want to withdraw the amendment be-
cause, quite frankly, I think we have a 
tendency—every 6 years when we get to 
this thing, the education schools 
around the country lobby heavily 
against any change in the law or in the 
requirements imposed on them. We will 
be here in the year 2004—at least some 
of you will be here in the year 2004— 
once again trying to decide whether it 
is appropriate to require anything of 
these schools. I do not want to with-
draw the amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator from Connecticut yield the 
floor? 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I pointed 
out earlier, I have not formed a final 
opinion on it. I raised the question be-
cause this was raised to me by my 
State. I am concerned—and I didn’t ex-
pect this, so my colleague from New 
Mexico doesn’t have a definitive an-
swer—that there might be some cri-
teria left open to the States to deter-
mine whether or not something classi-
fies as major. It is not his intention to 
say to some State that he thinks falls 
into this category unwittingly they 
may be deprived of these funds because 
we didn’t realize certain subject majors 
were not required. That is my concern. 

I reluctantly may have to vote 
against the amendment, but I am not 

enthusiastic about doing it because I 
like the idea behind it. I think it 
makes a lot of sense. John Silber, the 
distinguished former president of Bos-
ton University, wrote an article the 
other day, one of the op-ed pieces in 
one of our national papers that makes 
the case. We are turning out people 
really not qualified to be teaching in 
our classrooms. 

I am sympathetic to the idea to in-
crease the teacher skills and knowl-
edge base. I want to make sure in doing 
so, in our enthusiasm for that, we are 
not doing harmful things along the 
way. I share the enthusiasm. I share 
the appetite for it. 

It is almost 8 o’clock here, east coast 
time. I want to make sure that in vot-
ing for something like this I am not 
saying to 32 States that may have very 
differing views on what classifies as a 
major that we have to turn around and 
undo something here that would other-
wise deprive these States of funds they 
need and are clearly moving in the area 
of improving content as well as teach-
ing skills. 

I thank my colleague from New Mex-
ico. I will listen to the debate. Maybe 
there will be something enlightening 
on this. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, first 
of all, I think all of us on the Edu-
cation Committee know of the enor-
mous commitment and perseverance 
and persistence and wisdom of our 
friend from New Mexico in the develop-
ment of education policy, particularly 
the quality of our teachers. It is a very 
important record. When he speaks 
about these issues, I think all of us 
take these very seriously. I do think, 
however, that in this particular situa-
tion, on this particular amendment, I 
must say that I differ with the Senator 
from New Mexico. Let me be very brief 
about the reasons. 

First of all, in the various education 
programs and recruitment and reten-
tion programs—and I won’t take the 
time to go on through them, but as one 
who is a supporter and an author of a 
fair amount of them, they never were 
funded over a period of time or funded 
very lightly: 

The Paul Douglas Teacher Scholar-
ship, Christa McAuliffe Teacher Corps, 
National Board for Professional Teach-
ers, Standards class size demonstra-
tion, middle-school demonstration, 
new teaching careers, all the various 
mini-corps programs, foreign language 
instruction, small State teaching ini-
tiative—none of these effectively were 
funded. None of these were funded, and 
we had, as the Senator from New Mex-
ico said, no evaluation of the few that 
were funded. 

He makes a very good case about the 
past. I take some exception, and I ask 
our friends to review the parts of the 
legislation—I know the hour is late. We 
don’t spend as much time in going 
through the particular provisions of 
the legislation. That is point No. 1. 

Point No. 2, I believe, that many of 
the 18 States are just the kinds of 
States that need this help and assist-
ance. I will go into the various details 
of the programs, and many of the com-
ments the Senator from New Mexico 
has made are actually the kinds of cri-
teria which are included in the various 
competitive grants. I don’t want to ex-
clude these 18 States. In many in-
stances, they need the help and assist-
ance the most. We all need it. We have 
to have 2 million teachers over the 
next 10 years, and we have to strength-
en the opportunities for teachers to 
teach better and give our teachers ad-
ditional training programs so they can 
do it and hold them to a higher ac-
countability. We are in complete agree-
ment with that. 

The question is how you get there. I 
am not for excluding 18 States from 
being able to participate. When we 
were considering the Goals 2000, we 
were told that in making available re-
sources that were going to be available 
to States on a voluntary basis that 
there were many States that said, ‘‘We 
don’t want to do it because we do not 
want to have participation of Federal 
programs in here.’’ I do not want the 
States that may need this the most de-
nied it. 

Let us look at the question—I will 
take the part of the Senator’s evalua-
tion first. If you look in the legislation 
on page 373, you see ‘‘Accountability 
and Evaluation.’’ After a State receives 
a competitive grant under this section, 
it ‘‘shall submit an annual account-
ability report to the Secretary’’—the 
Secretary of Education—but also to 
the Committee on Labor and Human 
Resources, our committee, and as well 
as to the House. 

Such report shall describe the degree 
in which the State is using the funds 
to, what? Student achievement: ‘‘In-
creasing student achievement for all 
students, as measured by increased 
graduation rates, decreased dropout 
rates, or higher scores on local, State 
or other assessments.’’ 

Second: ‘‘Raising Standards.—Rais-
ing the State academic standards re-
quired to enter the teaching profession 
. . .’’ That is going to be part of the 
criteria. It will be part of the applica-
tion for States if they want to partici-
pate in this program. They may have 
to, as part of their evaluation, have 
programs that will encourage the 
States to raise academic standards ‘‘re-
quired to enter the teaching profession, 
including, where appropriate, incen-
tives to incorporate the requirement of 
an academic major in the subject, or 
related discipline, in which the teacher 
plans to teach.’’ 

This is a positive incentive. We are 
trying to, with the scarce resources 
that are going to be included in this 
bill, to say, yes, we want to see move-
ment toward an academic major in the 
subject area and related discipline in 
which the teacher plans to teach. That 
is written right in the evaluation pro-
gram. 
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It continues with regard to the core 

academic subjects, and it talks about 
the efforts that will be made to de-
crease shortages for professional devel-
opment in poor urban areas and rural 
areas and communities, and it does an 
evaluation of these. 

What it does find out, as it says on 
page 377: 

‘‘Each State or teacher training part-
nership’’—that is either the State or 
local community—‘‘receiving a grant 
. . . shall report annually on progress 
toward meeting the purposes of this 
part [upon which the grant was given] 
. . .. If the Secretary, after consulta-
tion with the peer review panel . . .’’— 
and that has been spelled out—‘‘deter-
mines that the State or partnership is 
not making substantial progress in 
meeting the purposes, goals, objectives 
and measures, as appropriate, by the 
end of the second year of the grant, the 
grant shall not be continued for the 
third year of the grant.’’ 

I think that is pretty good, Mr. 
President, if we have a Secretary who 
we are going to hold accountable to 
this. I think that is pretty good. That 
is a tough evaluation. It identifies 
many of the points—virtually all of the 
points—that the Senator from New 
Mexico has identified. Whether it will 
be enforced, whether we will be serious 
about seeing that it is enforced is going 
to be the challenge that is going to be 
placed upon us. 

Look at page 372 where it talks about 
the responsibility of the local partner-
ship in encouraging teachers at the 
local partnership. The application will: 

describe how the partnership will restruc-
ture and improve teaching, teacher training, 
and development programs, and how system-
atic changes will contribute to increased stu-
dent achievement; 

describe how the partnership will prepare 
teachers to work with diverse student popu-
lations, including individuals with disabil-
ities and limited English proficient individ-
uals; 

Some might say that is too prescrip-
tive in terms of establishing at least 
criteria where there will be competi-
tion for these resources. Describe how 
the partnership will help prepare 
teachers to use technology. We can 
have all the technology in the world in 
our classrooms, but if our teachers do 
not know how to blend it into cur-
riculum, that is very significant to 
mention. 

The point is, Mr. President, that I be-
lieve that in this program we have the 
most effective kind of evaluation and 
criteria and accountability that I have 
seen in higher education. We do not do 
as well as we should in most programs, 
I will agree with that. But it does seem 
to me that the committee has given 
very substantial consideration, first of 
all, in recognizing that so many of 
these programs here just did not meas-
ure up, did not have the support, and 
was not the way to go. 

And the best way we were going to 
try to do it was to provide some re-
sources—half the money to the States, 
half to the partnerships. We had a lot 

of debate about the allocations of re-
sources, and then we established cri-
teria which is spelled out and which 
has included many of the points of the 
Senator from New Mexico about what 
we hope will be achieved in those appli-
cations. And we do that for the States 
as well as the local partnerships. Then 
we have a tough evaluation program to 
hold the States and the partnerships 
accountable. 

So I must say, although there is 
much to which the Senator has pointed 
out that I agree with, it seems to me 
that the danger that we are risking in 
accepting the Senator’s amendment is 
that we will be denying important op-
portunities for States that for one rea-
son or another will not meet the exact 
criteria. They will be denied. We will 
be cutting them off from any participa-
tion. I do not think that is the way to 
go. I think the evaluating programs 
and the enforcement mechanisms in-
cluded in this bill are the way to go. So 
I hope that the amendment would not 
be accepted. 

Mr. COATS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HUTCHINSON). The Senator from Indi-
ana. 

Mr. COATS. I won’t belabor this be-
cause I think most of the points have 
been made. I do want to join both the 
chairman and the ranking member of 
the committee in opposing this amend-
ment for all the reasons that were stat-
ed. We have spent a considerable 
amount of time and effort in the com-
mittee to try to address the very areas 
that the Senator from New Mexico has 
raised. We have worked with the Sen-
ator from New Mexico in attempting to 
incorporate a number of his sugges-
tions and ideas. 

I think the Senator from Connecticut 
raises a critical point relative to the 
fact that a chart out of Education 
Week does not really tell us the full 
status of where each of our States re-
side relative to these requirements. 
And because the Senator’s amendment 
was substituted in lieu of another 
amendment, most of us are not able to 
get ahold of our State education de-
partments at 8 o’clock in the evening 
to find out just exactly where we 
stand. We end up then potentially pe-
nalizing our States for failure to meet 
the requirements of the Senator’s 
amendment rather than providing, as 
the Senator from Massachusetts said, 
incentives for them to do so. 

Also, I point out to Members that the 
Senator’s amendment violates the ac-
tual Department of Education Organi-
zation Act policy, which I would like to 
read from. Section 103, titled ‘‘Federal- 
State Relationship’’ says: 

It is the intention of the Congress, in the 
establishment of the Department, to protect 
the rights of State and local governments 
and public and private educational institu-
tions in the areas of educational policies and 
administration programs and to strengthen 
and improve the control of such governments 
and institutions over their own educational 
programs and policies. The establishment of 
the Department of Education [this was writ-

ten into the code when the Department of 
Education was established] shall not in-
crease the authority of the Federal Govern-
ment over education or diminish the respon-
sibility of education which is reserved to the 
States and the local school systems and 
other instrumentalities of the States. 

It goes on to talk about basically at-
tempting to micromanage from the 
Federal level decisions that even with 
the establishment of the Department of 
Education the intent of Congress is 
listed. 

Now, in a sense, we are doing that. 
But we are doing that here in this bill 
in a way that encourages and still 
leaves the decisions to the States to 
determine what their policies will be, 
and in this regard, policies relative to 
qualifications for teachers. 

We all support the goal of higher 
qualified teachers being available. But 
the Senator’s amendment, I believe, 
takes us one step further than we 
ought to go by penalizing those States 
that do not have that standard. And I 
think there are some 15 or 20 that fall 
in that category. But as we now have 
learned, there may be several more. 
There is no way we can find out this 
evening. There may be several more 
that have modifications of that re-
quirement that require it in certain 
disciplines but do not require it in 
other disciplines. 

The Senator from Connecticut cited 
the example of an individual affluent 
in a native language that might major 
in a different subject, and yet because 
they do not need to major in that lan-
guage, but then intend to teach in that 
subject, they want to have an academic 
major in another subject. Are we going 
to penalize a State institution which 
receives funds from the Federal Gov-
ernment for allowing that to take 
place? 

I think there are unintended con-
sequences here that we ought to real-
ize. And we worked on this carefully in 
a bipartisan way. There was a unani-
mous consensus coming out of com-
mittee in terms of how we would ad-
dress this particular issue—18 to noth-
ing vote. 

I urge Members to support the hard 
effort that has been put into this and 
not at the last minute here, on an 
amendment we really have not had 
time to review and even check with our 
States on, to add this mandatory lan-
guage to this bill. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. BINGAMAN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let 

me just respond to the various points 
that have been made, and then I will 
yield the floor and we can get on to 
other business. I gather that it is not 
possible, because of the arrangements 
that have been previously made with 
some Senators, to go ahead with the 
vote. So it is going to be stacked for 
later. 

Let me just respond to a couple 
points that have been made. The no-
tion that we are trying to micro-
manage by putting this requirement in 
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Federal law, I do not think is accurate. 
We are saying, look, we give the States 
$1.8 billion to support these education 
training programs. Is it too much to 
ask that the education training pro-
grams that are being supported with 
this $1.8 billion provide academic in-
struction to the people who they are 
going to turn out to teach in our high 
schools? Is that too much to ask? 

I mean, we are not asking that that 
be done for the elementary schools. 
Fine, you can continue to turn out peo-
ple for the elementary schools who 
take nothing but education courses. We 
are not trying to interfere with that. 
But if you are going to teach at the 
high school level, you ought to take 
some kind of academic training. That 
is what this amendment provides. 

The notion that this is overreaching 
by the Federal Government, the Sen-
ator from Indiana saying this violates 
the spirit or the policy that established 
the Department of Education, we have 
done the same thing with student loan 
default rates. We set it up with stand-
ards that need to be met. We have sub-
stantially reduced student loan default 
rates because of what we have done in 
that area. 

We say here, fine, if you do not want 
the $1.8 billion, then do anything you 
want. If you want the $1.8 billion, then 
we will give you 3 years in which to fig-
ure out how to begin providing aca-
demic instruction to the people who 
are going to teach in the high schools. 

I am in an awkward position here. 
Most of the people who have spoken 
against this amendment are from 
States that already require what the 
amendment is intended to require. 

I am from a State that does not re-
quire what the amendment is intended 
to require, and I think we should. I 
think the State of New Mexico ought 
to require that anyone who is going 
into high school teaching have a major 
in some academic subject, not nec-
essarily the one they wind up teaching 
in but in some academic subject. 

I appreciate the concern of the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts and everyone 
else. They are genuinely concerned 
about what will happen to the 18 
States. I represent one of the 18 States. 
I tell you what I think will happen to 
the 18 States. I think they will propose 
a little stiffer requirements. They will 
do a better job of teaching the teachers 
who are going into our schools. And I 
think the students of the country will 
benefit from that. 

I think this is a responsible thing to 
do. I hope very much Members will sup-
port the amendment. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I ask unanimous 
consent the Bingaman amendment be 
temporarily set aside. I further ask 
unanimous consent that Senator 
DOMENICI be recognized to speak for up 
to 10 minutes, and upon the conclusion 
of his remarks, that Senator WARNER 
be recognized, and following that, we 
take up the amendment of Senator 
HARKIN. 

Mr. HARKIN. Reserving the right to 
object, I now have been waiting at 

least 4 hours since I came on the floor. 
It was my understanding—just my un-
derstanding, I didn’t consult with the 
manager of the bill—but it is my un-
derstanding I was to come right after 
the disposal of Senator BINGAMAN’s 
amendment. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I point out, this will 
just take a very few minutes. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thought you said 
there was another amendment? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. It is one I don’t 
think will take any time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from New Mexico is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 
the other Senator from New Mexico, so 
whatever has been said about the 
amendment, and who is for and who is 
against it, was not talking about my 
amendment. 

First, I don’t have any amendments. 
I rise to congratulate the committee 
on an excellent bill. By authorizing 
this Higher Education Act, the Senate 
is making a downpayment on our Na-
tion’s future. Benjamin Franklin, in 
the very early days of our country, put 
it best when he said, ‘‘An investment 
in knowledge always pays the best in-
terest.’’ Sometimes around here we are 
talking about interest rates as if they 
apply only to the economy and the 
like. So Benjamin Franklin, even many 
years ago, was talking about interest. 
He said, ‘‘An investment in knowledge 
pays the best interest.’’ I believe that 
is right. 

Building upon his statement and oth-
ers, I say it is a simple fact that the fu-
ture is prejudiced in favor of those who 
can read, write, and do math. A good 
education is a ticket to an opportunity 
to a secure economic future in the mid-
dle class of the United States. 

As the earning gap between brains 
and brawn grows even larger, almost 
no one doubts today the link between 
education and an individual’s prospects 
for a good and substantial livelihood 
and a good life in America. That is 
what the Senate is doing today in im-
proving the postsecondary education 
system of our country. Incidentally, I 
said ‘‘improving’’ because it is already 
the best in the world. There are no 
countries in the world that have a 
postsecondary education system that 
comes anywhere close to ours. 

So we are not here to be critical, we 
are here to offer improvements. In a 
nutshell, this bill improves the finan-
cial aid opportunities for students, cre-
ates a unified program to promote ex-
cellence in the teachers of our public 
schools, and streamlines the Higher 
Education Act by consolidating over-
lapping programs and eliminating un-
necessary regulatory requirements. 

Before I make some specific com-
ments on provisions in the bill, I will 
quickly talk about my home State of 
New Mexico. We are a small State. Ap-
proximately 100,000 students are en-
rolled in New Mexico’s public colleges 
and universities, with about 53,000 en-

rolled in community colleges and 
about 47,000 in universities. However, 
the number of high school graduates is 
expected to increase during the next 
decade and members of the current 
workforce are expected to seek addi-
tional education during that period. 

Consequently, we must have a very 
high quality, low-cost college edu-
cation available to a growing number 
of students. We must provide that re-
gardless of income level, ethnic back-
ground, or place of residence. Students 
attending New Mexico institutions re-
ceived more than $200 million in finan-
cial aid, counting grants and loans 
from all sources, during the 1995–1996 
academic year. Thus, I believe that 
educational performance is a crucial 
element to our State’s future. Speak-
ing as a New Mexican, clearly, our 
state’s future relies upon the capacity 
to prosper in this extremely competi-
tive national-international economy 
and is directly related to the education 
we are able to give our young people. 

Our colleges and universities directly 
and indirectly contribute to the eco-
nomic vitality of our country and our 
State as they produce graduates with 
considerable intellectual depth and 
breadth, workers whose skills allow 
them to meet the demands of their em-
ployers, and first-rate research that 
helps to expand the boundaries of our 
knowledge. 

Let me make a few comments about 
some provisions. 

Title II: I congratulate the com-
mittee for improving teacher quality. 
Focusing on the two areas they have 
with reference to teacher quality and 
recruitment of teachers for under-
served areas, first, the bill seeks to im-
prove student achievement, improving 
the quality of the current and future 
teaching force by improving prepara-
tion of prospective teachers and en-
hancing professional development of 
activities; second, it seeks to increase 
the number of students, especially mi-
nority students, who complete high- 
quality teacher preparation programs. 

Title III: the institutional aid title, 
creates a new grant program for tribal 
colleges—those are our Indian colleges, 
which obviously are severely under-
funded and severely lacking in max-
imum professional qualities of their 
teachers—and the universities to 
strengthen services to Native Amer-
ican students. 

Student financial aid is given a huge 
boost through several changes which I 
believe are in compliance with the 5- 
year budget agreement we made last 
year, which annually increased max-
imum Pell grant levels to the following 
amounts: $5,000 for academic year 1999– 
2000; $5,200 for academic year 2000–2001; 
$5,400 for academic year 2001–2002; $5,600 
for academic year 2002–2003; and even-
tually up to $5,800 for academic year 
2003–2004. 

There are TRIO Programs that are 
given a boost through changes to the 
Student Assistance section under title 
IV which provides benefits to 700,000 
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students nationwide. Two-thirds of the 
participating students come from fami-
lies where neither parent attended col-
lege and incomes are below $24,000. 
This bill reserves up to 2 percent of 
that program for the evaluation and 
dissemination of partnership grants. 

The new Dissemination/Partnership 
provision would encourage partner-
ships between TRIO programs and 
other community based organizations 
offering programs or activities serving 
at-risk students. 

The Federal Family Education Loan 
Program (FFEL) is stabilized in the 
following way. Student loan rates will 
be equal to the 91-day T-bill-plus-1.7- 
percent while students are in school, 
and plus-2.3-percent during repayment 
after graduation. The interest amount 
is capped at 8.25 percent and for PLUS 
loans, rates will be the 91-day-T-bill- 
plus-3.1 percent, capped at 9 percent for 
borrowers and lenders. 

An innovative loan forgiveness pro-
gram is also included for teachers. 
Thirty percent of a teacher’s loans will 
be forgiven after the fourth and fifth 
complete years of teaching in a high- 
poverty school and 40 percent after the 
sixth complete year after meeting cer-
tain eligibility requirements. 

Finally, there is the creation of new 
part within Title V dedicated solely to 
supporting the needs of Hispanic Serv-
ing Institutions that is authorized at 
$45 million for fiscal year 1999. 

Mr. President, I believe we are taking 
an important step forward today by 
making an investment in our nation’s 
future with the reauthorization of the 
Higher Education Act. 

I close by saying, frankly, I believe 
that we have a magnificent post-high- 
school education system because there 
is great competition. As a matter of 
fact, there is no question in my mind 
that if we had similar competition or 
even a little bit of it in our public 
school system, we would not have the 
education bills that we bring before the 
U.S. Congress which are so detailed and 
give so much direction and have so 
many hundreds of programs. 

Higher education is competitive. You 
can make your choice. It can be a pri-
vate school, a public school. You can 
find the very best; you can find less 
than the very best. But everywhere you 
look, you will find an opportunity to 
get a good college education. That is 
because there are so many institutions 
that want to do this, love their work, 
and think they are part of America’s 
future. 

I end tonight congratulating the 
committee, in particular the chairman, 
for the good bipartisan work that has 
been accomplished on this bill. I am 
glad, on a matter of this importance, 
we are not fighting in a partisan way 
here on the floor but tonight will ap-
prove this bill by an overwhelming bi-
partisan vote which means we support 
secondary education in America in a 
big way. It is our future. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am in 
consultation with the distinguished 

managers of this bill in hopes that an 
amendment can be accepted, and I am 
receiving, I think, very fine coopera-
tion. 

I would like to state my case so that 
Senators can fully understand the pur-
pose of this amendment. There is an 
ever-increasing problem, regrettably, 
throughout America at our colleges 
and universities, and that is binge 
drinking. But first I would like to con-
gratulate the chairman of the com-
mittee, Senator JEFFORDS, for all his 
hard work in crafting an excellent 
Higher Education Reauthorization bill. 
I am privileged to serve on the com-
mittee with the distinguished Chair-
man. Indeed, our distinguished ranking 
member, Senator KENNEDY, along with 
Senators COATS and DODD, must also be 
recognized for their efforts in this suc-
cessful reauthorization legislation. 

S. 1882 has several important provi-
sions aimed at reducing and elimi-
nating the illegal use of drugs and alco-
hol on college campuses. I applaud the 
provisions for competitive grants to in-
stitutions programs of alcohol and 
drug abuse prevention and education. 
In addition, the collegiate initiative to 
reduce binge drinking, included in the 
legislation as a Sense of the Congress, 
is also noteworthy as institutions try 
to change the culture of alcohol use on 
college and university campuses. 

Mr. President, more can be done, I 
think, to change this culture of alcohol 
on college campuses. This past year— 
and I regret to have to be on the floor 
of the Senate to say this—there have 
been five alcohol-related deaths at col-
leges and universities in the Common-
wealth of Virginia. Five. One ine-
briated student fell out of a dorm win-
dow to her death. A second inebriated 
student fell down a flight of stairs to 
her death. 

In response to these deaths, the then- 
Attorney General of Virginia, Richard 
Cullen, created a ‘‘Task Force on 
Drinking by College Students’’ in No-
vember of 1997. The task force included 
forty-four members. Among them were 
parents of the deceased students, a rep-
resentative from every college and uni-
versity in the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia, representatives of the business 
community, representatives of the law 
enforcement community, representa-
tives of the legal community, and a 
number of members of the General As-
sembly of Virginia, our state legisla-
ture. The current Attorney General, 
Mark Early, assumed leadership of the 
task force in January of this year when 
he was inaugurated. He should be com-
mended for all of his hard work and 
dedication in bringing to a conclusion 
the important work of this volunteer 
group, as it relates to the use of alco-
hol on college campuses. The task force 
met for the final time on July 1 of this 
year and prepared its recommenda-
tions. 

One problem the task force recog-
nized immediately was the restriction 
placed on colleges and universities by 
the Family Educational Rights and 

Privacy Act, known as FERPA, for 
schools to disclose a student’s edu-
cational record to a parent without the 
consent of the student. The rec-
ommendation continues that it should 
be the policy and the practice of each 
college and university to notify par-
ents of dependent students of viola-
tions of law as they relate to alcohol 
and drugs. 

Mr. President, I could not agree more 
with this recommendation. As a par-
ent, and indeed as a grandparent, I 
would want to know if my children 
were in the unfortunate position of 
being in violation of the law as it re-
lates to alcohol and drugs while they 
were students at a college or univer-
sity. I would want to step forward in a 
constructive way, as would other par-
ents, to lend a hand and assistance to 
work with the faculty and administra-
tion of the college or university to help 
that student. But sometimes parents 
are not aware of these problems be-
cause of the provision as construed in 
FERPA. Our colleges and universities 
should be free to notify the parents of 
dependent students who have violated 
the law relating to drugs and alcohol. 

My amendment, which I am still 
working on—and I understand, of 
course, it has to be accepted by the 
managers of the bill. There is no way 
to bring it to the attention of the Sen-
ate through a vote. The Amendment I 
seek is simple. It reads: ‘‘Nothing in 
this bill shall be construed to prohibit 
an institution of postsecondary edu-
cation from disclosing, to a parent of a 
student, information regarding viola-
tion of any federal, state, or local laws 
governing the use or possession of alco-
hol or drugs, whether or not that infor-
mation is contained in the student’s 
education records, if the student is 
under the age of 21.’’ 

The federal Family Educational 
Rights and Privacy Act, FERPA, cre-
ates, we believe, an impediment to the 
disclosure of a nondependent student’s 
educational records to parents without 
the student’s consent. Notification of 
parents of dependent students of viola-
tions of alcohol and drug law should be 
the policy and practice of colleges and 
universities all across our Nation. 

As a member of the Virginia delega-
tion to Congress—and I am privileged 
to be one—I am trying to see that 
there is appropriate legislation—so 
that there is a presumption of depend-
ency by colleges and universities for 
all students who are under the age of 21 
for the purposes of this notification to 
parents. This would ensure that par-
ents are informed when their sons and 
daughters had the misfortune of vio-
lating state alcohol law or drug laws. 

Mr. President, that summarizes my 
views. I shall continue to work with 
the distinguished managers of this bill 
through the evening in the hopes that 
we can reach some understanding and 
that this measure may be incorporated 
in the bill. 

You know, it is interesting. Tonight, 
I was very pleased to see an announce-
ment by the President of the United 
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States of a decision to expend literally 
hundreds of millions of dollars on an 
advertising program to combat drug 
abuse to these young people. It seems 
to me that this provision I am offering 
simply enables the universities and 
colleges to bring in the parents of de-
pendent students under 21 and involve 
them in a process, hopefully, to help 
the university and the administration. 
We are placing a tremendous burden on 
the administrative staffs of the univer-
sities and colleges. Why should they 
not have the benefit of parental help in 
tragic situations where there has been 
a clear violation of law as it relates to 
drugs and alcohol? 

I thank the distinguished managers. 
Perhaps during the course of the 
evening, we can work out an amend-
ment. The one I have here technically, 
for some reason, is not correct, but I 
have full confidence in the managers to 
see that we can get this done. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Virginia, who 
has been a tremendous help to me on 
the committee. I just point out that 
since he has been on there, the ability 
to get a consensus has grown im-
mensely. A lot of it is through his 
savvy way of being able to pull people 
together to walk in the same direction. 
I deeply appreciate that. I assure him 
that this is a critical area, which all of 
us happen to be deeply concerned 
about. I will work with the ranking 
member of this committee to find a so-
lution. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chairman for those kind words. I 
don’t think I deserve any special cred-
it. But I have over a quarter of a cen-
tury of association with the distin-
guished ranking member. We went to 
the University of Virginia Law School 
at slightly different times. I was a 
member of the law class with his mar-
velous brother, Robert Kennedy, whom 
I adored in law school. I wish he were 
here tonight. He could stop this thing 
in a minute. 

Mr. KENNEDY. We accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, then I 
will be seated. 

Mr. DODD. I am sure your parents re-
called quite frequently that you were 
both at the university. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WARNER. I am not sure we 
wanted them to. 

I thank the managers. 
Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have 

an amendment at the desk. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, if I 

could ask the indulgence of the Sen-
ator, I think we are both willing to ac-
cept the Warner amendment, if we 
could have that offered and accepted, if 
that would be all right with the Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3117 
Mr. WARNER. I thank both man-

agers. 
I send an amendment to the desk 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER] 

proposes an amendment numbered 3117. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place insert: 
Nothing in this bill shall be construed to 

prohibit an institution of postsecondary edu-
cation from disclosing, to a parent of a stu-
dent, information regarding violation of any 
Federal, state, or local laws governing the 
use or possession of alcohol or drugs, wheth-
er or not that information is contained in 
the student’s education records, if the stu-
dent is under the age of 21. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that it is acceptable to 
both managers. I thank them. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. It is acceptable. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I urge acceptance of 

the amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the amendment is agreed to. 
The amendment (No. 3117) was agreed 

to. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3118 

(Purpose: To reduce student loan fees, and 
for other purposes) 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN), for 

himself, and Mr. REID, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 3118. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place in title IV, insert 

the following: 
SEC. ll. REDUCTION IN STUDENT LOAN FEES. 

(a) FEDERAL DIRECT STAFFORD LOANS.— 
Section 455(c) (20 U.S.C. 1087e(c)) is amended 
by inserting ‘‘, except that the Secretary 
shall charge the borrower of a Federal Direct 
Stafford Loan an origination fee in the 
amount of 3.0 percent of the principal 
amount of the loan’’ before the period. 

(b) SUBSIDIZED FEDERAL STAFFORD 
LOANS.— 

(1) AMENDMENT.—Subparagraph (H) of sec-
tion 428(b)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1078(b)(1)) is amend-
ed— 

(A) by striking ‘‘not more than’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘will not be used for incen-

tive payments to lenders’’ and inserting 
‘‘shall be paid to the Federal Government for 
deposit in the Treasury’’. 

(2) REPEAL.—Subparagraph (H) of section 
428(b)(1) (20 U.S.C. 1078(b)(1)) is repealed. 

(c) UNSUBSIDIZED STAFFORD LOAN AND 
PLUS LOAN INSURANCE PREMIUM REDIREC-
TION.— 

(1) UNSUBSIDIZED STAFFORD LOANS.—Sec-
tion 428H(h) (20 U.S.C. 1078–8(h)) is amend-
ed— 

(A) by striking ‘‘may’’ and inserting 
‘‘shall’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘not more than’’; 
(C) by striking ‘‘, if such premium will not 

be used for incentive payments to lenders’’; 
and 

(D) by inserting at the end the following: 
‘‘The proceeds of the insurance premium 
shall be paid to the Federal Government for 
deposit into the Treasury.’’. 

(2) PLUS LOANS.—Section 428B (20 U.S.C. 
1078–2) is amended by adding after subsection 
(f) (as added by section 427(2)) the following: 

‘‘(g) INSURANCE PREMIUM.—Each State or 
nonprofit private institution or organization 
having an agreement with the Secretary 
under section 428(b)(1) shall charge the bor-
rower of a loan made under this section a 
single insurance premium in the amount of 1 
percent of the principal amount of the loan. 
The proceeds of the insurance premium shall 
be paid to the Federal Government for de-
posit into the Treasury.’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 
(1) SUBSECTION (b)(1).—The amendments 

made by subsection (b)(1) shall take effect on 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) SUBSECTIONS (a) AND (b)(2).—The amend-
ments made by subsections (a) and (b)(2) 
shall take effect on July 1, 1999. 

(3) SUBSECTION (c).—The amendments made 
by subsection (c) shall take effect on October 
1, 1998. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, the 
amendment I just sent to the desk real-
ly can be called the Tax Reduction for 
College Students Amendment, because 
that is exactly what it is. 

So all Senators who are interested in 
cutting taxes, I say listen up because 
this is your amendment because that is 
what this amendment does. It cuts 
taxes, and it cuts taxes for college stu-
dents. Let me explain. 

First of all, I would like to say the 
legislation we are considering today, 
the Higher Education Amendments of 
1998, is a strong bill. There are many 
positive features of this legislation. 

I want to commend Senators JEF-
FORDS, KENNEDY, COATS, and DODD for 
putting together a strong bipartisan 
bill. However, I believe that this 
amendment I am offering will do more 
to strengthen it even further. 

So the amendment is simple. It cuts 
the tax which has become known as 
origination and insurance fees. But a 
tax by any other name is still a tax. 
That is what it is. This amendment 
cuts this tax, this student tax, by 25 
percent. 

In other words, it cuts it from 4 per-
cent to 3 percent for students with Fed-
erally subsidized guaranteed and direct 
student loans. It is paid for by elimi-
nating or reducing excessive govern-
ment subsidies paid to the student loan 
middlemen—the guaranty agencies. 

My amendment eliminates the 1-per-
cent insurance fee paid by students on 
the subsidized Federal family edu-
cation loans, and reduces the origina-
tion fee on subsidized direct loans by 
one point. The net result is that all 
students with subsidized loans will 
have these taxes cut to 3 percent. In 
real terms it means up to an additional 
$171.25 while a student is in school. 
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Sam Barr, from the University of 

Northern Iowa, wrote, 
I have been in the financial aid profession 

since 1985. . . . Over the years, I have had 
the opportunity to meet with and counsel 
hundreds of students regarding loans. Many 
of these students have expressed concern re-
garding the fact that they received less 
money than they borrowed, and were very 
upset that they had to pay back the fees— 
with interest [even though they didn’t get 
anything.] 

Currently students pay the following 
taxes on their loans. Students with di-
rect loans pay a 4-percent origination 
fee. Students with guaranteed loans 
pay a 3-percent origination fee, and a 1- 
percent insurance fee. In some cases, 
guaranty agencies currently waive a 
part or all of the insurance tax for 
some students with guaranteed loans. 

For example, the Iowa agency waived 
half of the fee for students with guar-
anteed loans. California and Pennsyl-
vania waived the entire 1-percent in-
surance fee. 

So I have to ask, Mr. President, if 
some agencies are currently waiving 
the insurance fee on a selective basis, 
we really must question whether this 
revenue is really needed by the agen-
cies. 

Second, this benefit should be avail-
able to students on an equitable basis 
in all States and in both loan pro-
grams. Unfortunately, Federal law does 
not provide a similar break for stu-
dents with direct loans. As a result, in 
my State of Iowa, more than half of 
the students that attend direct loan 
schools cannot receive this cut. In 
other words, Iowa waves half of the fee. 
So that brings it down to 31⁄2 percent. 
That is for guaranteed loans, but half 
of the students in Iowa go into the Di-
rect Loan Program. They have to pay 
the full 4 percent. That is simply not 
fair. 

So my amendment provides an equi-
table distribution of the tax cut by pro-
viding relief for all students with sub-
sidized guaranteed and direct loans in-
stead of just a select few. It creates a 
level playing field between the two pro-
grams by cutting the combined student 
loan tax by 25 percent. The amendment 
will also ensure that all agencies will 
operate in the most efficient manner 
possible. 

Mr. President, this insurance fee has 
been a part of the Guaranteed Student 
Loan Program since its inception. 
However, over the years additional sub-
sidies were added to support the guar-
anty agencies. As a result, these agen-
cies have accumulated huge reserves, 
currently in excess of $2.4 billion. So 
what we are doing is recalling about 
half of that money. But agencies will 
continue to hold over $1 billion in re-
serves needed to reimburse lenders for 
defaulted student loans. 

In addition, the excessive subsidies 
have enabled agencies to pay lavish 
salaries in the past. At one point, a 
CEO of U.S.A. Group, the Nation’s larg-
est guaranty agency, was paid over $1 
million in salary and benefits. 

To be sure, the Department of Edu-
cation has cracked down on this prac-

tice and has established a compensa-
tion ceiling to prevent agencies from 
using Federal funds to pay exorbitant 
salaries. However, it is clear that gen-
erous subsidies enabled this to occur. 
The Senate bill has revamped the guar-
anty agency subsidies. 

Even with my amendment, these 
agencies will continue to be paid hand-
somely for their work and will receive 
in excess of $4.5 billion over the next 5 
years. 

So if you have heard from some of 
your guaranty agencies that the Har-
kin amendment is going to break them 
and cause them to go bankrupt, this 
chart will prove otherwise. Over the 
next 5 years, if you add up their fees, 
collections, investment income, and 
prevention fees, it adds up to almost 
$4.6 billion that they are going to get 
over the next 5 years. 

Without my amendment, they are 
going to get probably about double 
that, about $8 billion over the next 5 
years. So this is quite sufficient to 
take care of any problems that they 
might have—$4.58 billion. 

Mr. President, I am fully aware of 
the opposition to this amendment. The 
guaranty agencies are obviously op-
posed to it. Critics have called it a 
thinly veiled attempt to destabilize the 
Guaranteed Loan Program to force 
schools to enter a Direct Loan Pro-
gram. But how could that be true? For 
example, in Iowa, as I said, in my home 
State, the State has waived half the 
fee. Students under the Guaranteed 
Loan Program pay 31⁄2 percent. Under 
the Direct Loan Program, they pay 4 
percent. These kinds of anomalies 
occur in a lot of States. All I am saying 
is make them both the same; make 
them both 3 percent. 

That is what my amendment does. As 
I have stated in committee repeatedly 
in the past, I have supported the two 
loan programs. The competition of the 
Direct Loan Program has led to dra-
matic improvements in the Guaranteed 
Loan Program, and I think the result 
has been very positive for our students 
when we have both of these programs. 
But they are uneven and they are un-
fair. 

Now, opponents also allege my 
amendment would cause individual 
agencies to become insolvent, thereby 
jeopardizing the payment of default 
claims by lenders. Absolute nonsense. 
In 1992, in the aftermath of the failure 
of the Higher Education Assistance 
Foundation, the law was changed to 
make it clear that default claims 
would be paid by the Federal Govern-
ment in the event of the insolvency of 
an agency—period. 

Well, Mr. President, over the past 17 
years, since the inception, in 1981, of 
this program, the lender subsidy has 
declined dramatically, from about $1.9 
billion in fiscal year 1982 to less than 
$300 million last year. Unfortunately, 
students have not seen a commensu-
rate reduction in the student loan tax. 
In fact, students are actually paying 
more. Revenues from the program, the 

origination fees, have more than dou-
bled. In 1982, when it started, revenues 
were $292 million; last year, they were 
$629 million. So students are paying 
more. 

The President’s fiscal year 1999 budg-
et proposed phasing out the fee for the 
neediest students over the next few 
years. I wish we could do that this 
year. However, I recognize that elimi-
nation of the tax probably does not 
seem possible at this time. So this 
amendment takes the first step with a 
25-percent cut in the tax for the need-
iest students. 

Last year, we provided a significant 
boost to the Pell grant. We raised the 
maximum grant by $300 million to 
$3,000 per student. This effort received 
strong bipartisan support. My amend-
ment will have a similar impact for 
students. It puts more money in their 
pockets to pay their educational ex-
penses. This chart shows that. 

What this amendment does is it basi-
cally says that over a 4-year period the 
reduction in the tax will mean a sav-
ings of about $171.25 per student. Now, 
to those of you who don’t think that is 
much money, that buys a lot of text-
books for a student going to college. It 
buys a lot of textbooks. 

These students, the neediest of stu-
dents need every penny they can get to 
pay tuition and buy their books in 
school. Again, they are frustrated when 
they go in and borrow the money and 
they pay the fee, and they get less 
money than what they borrowed. And 
then when they pay it back, they even 
have to pay interest on the money they 
never got. Very unfair. 

Well, my amendment has the support 
of virtually every major higher edu-
cation group, and I have a number of 
letters in support of this amendment. I 
ask unanimous consent, first of all, 
that a list of organizations supporting 
the amendment be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

ORGANIZATIONS THAT SUPPORT THE HARKIN 
AMENDMENT 

Secretary Richard Riley. 
American Council on Education. 
American Association of Community Col-

leges. 
American Association of State Colleges 

and Universities. 
Association of Jesuit Colleges and Univer-

sities. 
Council of Graduate Schools. 
Council of Independent Colleges. 
National Association for Equal Oppor-

tunity in Higher Education. 
National Association of College and Uni-

versity Business Officers. 
National Association of State Universities 

and Land-Grant Colleges. 
National Association of Student Financial 

Aid Administrators. 
U.S. PIRG. 
U.S. Student Association. 
The Education Trust. 
The National Association of Graduate Pro-

fessional Students. 
Association of American Universities. 
California Community Colleges. 
California Association of Student Finan-

cial Aid Administrators. 
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Mr. HARKIN. I have several letters 

here—one from the Secretary of Edu-
cation, Richard Riley, in support of 
this amendment; one from the Amer-
ican Council on Education in support 
of the amendment; one from a consor-
tium including U.S. PIRG, United 
States Student Association, the Edu-
cation Trust, and the National Associa-
tion of Graduate Professional Students 
in support of this amendment, and, 
lastly, one from the National Associa-
tion of Student Financial Aid Adminis-
trators in support of the amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. HARKIN. I will be delighted to 
yield. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Is it the Senator’s 
understanding that this origination fee 
was really developed to help pay costs 
of the loan program when we had soar-
ing interest rates? 

Mr. HARKIN. That is exactly right, 
these huge, high interest rates. 

Mr. KENNEDY. So it was really an 
insurance program in terms of the loan 
program at that period of time. And 
then as the Senator makes the point 
now that we have virtually a strong 
economy, we have stable interest rates, 
low interest rates in terms of these 
programs, whatever justification was 
there at that time certainly is not 
there at the present time but still this 
fee has been maintained. 

The Senator, as I understand, has 
spelled out that with his amendment 
there is still going to be a sound eco-
nomic situation in terms of the total 
program, and that we are going to save 
at a time, as the Senator from Con-
necticut and others have pointed out, 
of ever-increasing costs and the pres-
sure that is on middle-income families 
and working families, you are talking 
about, what is it, $171? 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes, $171. 
Mr. KENNEDY. And that is a lot of 

money for an awful lot of students. I 
can remember in my own State of Mas-
sachusetts when the University of Mas-
sachusetts in Boston had $1,000 a year 
tuition, 85 percent of the parents of the 
students who attended that university 
had never gone to college and 85 per-
cent of them worked 25 hours a week or 
more. And when they raised the tuition 
by $100, they lost 15 percent of their ap-
plications—15 percent. 

It is a real reflection—when you are 
talking $170, we are talking about a lot 
of books. We are talking about a real 
lifeline, in many instances, to sons and 
daughters of hard-working families, I 
know certainly in many of the urban 
areas and I believe in the rural areas, 
as well. 

We have followed this issue for a long 
period of time. The Senator has been a 
constant advocate for moderating the 
cost of higher education over the long 
time that he has been in the Senate, 
and it has been a challenging one. But 
he, I believe, has made a very solid rec-
ommendation, and I would certainly 
hope his position is sustained. 

I urge all of our colleagues to support 
his amendment. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank Senator KEN-
NEDY for those comments in support of 
this amendment. 

The Senator is absolutely right. This 
came in at a time when there was ex-
tremely high interest rates, used as an 
insurance policy. And then for some 
reason it just continued on and on and 
on and on. Again, as I pointed out, we 
have reduced some of the subsidies over 
the intervening years, but for some 
reason this student tax continued on. 
There is absolutely no reason for it 
today, and, as the Senator from Massa-
chusetts pointed out and as this chart 
clearly shows, even with my amend-
ment, over the next 5 years they are 
going to get $4.6 billion that they real-
ly don’t even need. But they have it. 
Do they need twice that much? Do they 
need $8 billion? I don’t think so. 

So let’s give our students a little bit 
of a tax break. Everybody is always 
talking about giving people tax cuts 
around here. Here is one you can vote 
for. Here is one that has an immediate 
impact right now. That means these 
students going to college this fall will 
have an extra amount of money to buy 
that textbook or to pay their tuition 
costs. For some people, $171 may not 
sound like a lot of money. But for a 
low-income student, families working 
hard trying to get their kids into col-
lege and through college, that is a lot 
of money. And it is money that is not 
needed by these guaranty agencies. It 
is just not needed. They get plenty of 
money, $4.5 billion. So I hope the Sen-
ate will support this very modest 
amendment. It is not cutting the whole 
thing. It is just cutting it by 25 per-
cent. I think our students deserve that 
tax cut. 

I am a product of student loans when 
I went to college. Neither one of my 
parents went to college. They didn’t 
have any money, so I had to borrow 
money to go to college. But in those 
days we had the National Defense Edu-
cation Act which came in under the Ei-
senhower administration. We borrowed 
the money. We never had to pay any 
interest on it all the time we were in 
school, never had to pay any interest 
on it when we were in the military. Fi-
nally, when I got through law school, I 
had to start paying back the loans and 
the interest started accruing on it. 

I always thought what was good for 
our generation ought to be good for the 
present generation. I don’t know why it 
shouldn’t be that way. This is one step 
we can take to tell at least the need-
iest students today that they deserve 
to have a tax break and they deserve to 
have a little bit more money to buy 
their textbooks. So I urge the adoption 
of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise 
in strong opposition to the amendment 
put forward by my colleague, Senator 
HARKIN. I think what is really intended 
here is an effort to try to undermine 
the effectiveness of the FFEL Program. 
I know my good friend from Iowa is a 

fan of direct lending. I know the same 
is true of my colleague from Massachu-
setts. And any way that they can try 
to undermine the FFEL Program and 
increase the capacity of the direct 
loans to somehow supplant it, is an ef-
fort which I can understand. 

I have been involved in this a long 
time. I was involved in creating the 
commission that ended up recom-
mending direct lending. We have tried 
very hard to make sure these programs 
operate on a basis of fairness and com-
parability. So far, that has worked 
well. 

This bill provides nearly $1 billion 
each year in new benefits. Many of 
these benefits were paid for by offsets 
found within the guaranteed student 
loan program. 

Pell grants—S. 1882 raises the max-
imum Pell grant to historically high 
levels and authorizes $85.6 billion in 
Pell grants over the next 5 years. 

Other student assistance—S. 1882 au-
thorizes more than $15 billion over the 
next 5 years for work-study grants, 
TRIO Programs, SEOG, childcare 
grants for low-income students and 
other important programs. 

Loan forgiveness for child care pro-
viders—S. 1882 authorizes more than 
$50 million over the next 5 years to pro-
vide loan forgiveness to low-income in-
dividuals who pursue careers as child 
care providers. 

Loan forgiveness for teachers—S. 1882 
authorizes more than $615 million over 
the next 10 years to provide loan for-
giveness to teachers who pursue teach-
ing careers in private or public sec-
ondary or elementary schools that 
serve low-income families. 

Extended repayment options—S. 1882 
permits, at a cost of $290 million over 5 
years, borrowers in the FFEL program 
with debt levels equal to or greater 
than $30,000 to be offered extended and 
graduated repayment terms similar to 
those available in direct lending. 

Student loan interest rate—And fi-
nally, and without doubt the most im-
portant benefit we are offering to stu-
dents, is the low interest rate. S. 1882 
preserves two vital and healthy loan 
programs while providing students 
with the lowest interest rates they 
have enjoyed in nearly 20 years. By 
some estimates, this interest rate will 
provide students with a new benefit (in 
reduced interest costs) of nearly $11 
billion. 

These examples speak for themselves 
and they reflect the strong commit-
ment I share with my colleagues to en-
couraging greater participation in 
higher education. The debate in which 
we are now engaged does not reflect 
upon one’s commitment to student 
benefits. S. 1882 already provides near-
ly $1 billion in new student benefits 
each year. The issue which we must 
now confront is whether we are truly 
committed to preserving the stability 
of two student loan programs. The Har-
kin amendment, I believe unintention-
ally, would destroy the hub of the 
FFEL program by putting more than 
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twenty-two guaranty agencies, includ-
ing the Vermont Student Assistance 
Corporation, out of business—out of 
business. 

I want to reiterate this point. In 
order to provide some students with a 
maximum of a $42 per year benefit, this 
amendment undermines the guaranty 
agency financing model and threatens 
the continued viability of the FFEL 
program both now and in the future. 
The choice is quite clear—a vote for 
the amendment offered by Senator 
HARKIN is a vote to destabilize the 
FFEL program. A vote against the 
amendment offered by Senator HARKIN 
is a vote to preserve the many benefits 
that the FFEL program so successfully 
offers to students and their families. I 
strongly urge my colleagues to oppose 
this amendment. 

I point out that the $172 that was 
mentioned is over 4 years. It doesn’t 
sound quite as much when you talk 
about 4 years as it does in 1 year. That 
is a few six-packs of beer a year. It is 
significant, perhaps a single text book, 
but certainly not something that is 
going to make a huge difference to any 
student. 

I point out, this Federal fund and the 
insurance premium were created to try 
to take care of student loan defaults, 
to take care of the times when stu-
dent’s default on their loans, or loans 
are discharged due to death or dis-
ability. 

Mr. President, 43 percent of the total 
cost of the FFEL Program are student 
loan defaults. This insurance premium 
helps take care of those defaults. 

I would like to address for a moment 
the student and family benefits that 
are provided in this bill. S. 1882 reflects 
a strong bipartisan—in fact, unani-
mous commitment of members of the 
Senate Labor Committee—to craft a 
bill which strengthens and expands the 
access to higher education. 

We have built up a dual system of 
competition perhaps. But we have two 
student loan systems that are more in 
balance now, and this bill balances 
those two systems again. This amend-
ment would attempt to unbalance it, to 
again favor the direct lending program 
by taking a benefit away from one pro-
gram and giving it to the other, and 
along the way, perhaps putting many 
of the present guaranty agencies that 
provide assistance to our college stu-
dents out of business. 

So I urge Senators to take a look at 
what this amendment really does. The 
minimal gain, $42 a year, which might 
possibly occur, is no balance to the 
risk of putting this whole program into 
a position where it could fail, at a cost 
of billions to students and the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
rise to oppose the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Iowa. This amend-
ment, which purports to lower guar-
antee fees on student loans, would, in 
actuality, increase fees for borrowers 
in Pennsylvania and elsewhere. 

Under current law, student loan 
guarantee agencies participating in the 

Federal Family Education Loan Pro-
gram (FFELP) have the option of 
charging borrowers a guarantee fee of 
up to 1% for subsidized Stafford loans, 
unsubsidized Stafford loans, and PLUS 
loans. Amendment No. 3117 would 
eliminate the optional guarantee fee 
for subsidized Stafford loans, and it 
would reduce by 1% the guarantee fee 
on Direct subsidized loans adminis-
tered by the Department of Education. 
The costs of this provision would be 
offset by obligating guarantee agencies 
to charge the full 1% guarantee fee on 
all unsubsidized Stafford loans and 
PLUS loans. 

The Pennsylvania Higher Education 
Assistance Agency (PHEAA), which 
guarantees loans for borrowers within 
the Commonwealth, presently waives 
the guarantee fee for both subsidized 
and unsubsidized Stafford loans, as 
well as the fee for PLUS loans. In addi-
tion, PHEAA also waives all guarantee 
fees for borrowers in West Virginia and 
Delaware, the two states for which it 
has been designated by the state’s gov-
ernor as the guarantee agency. Should 
Amendment No. 3117 become law, 
PHEAA would be compelled to begin 
charging a 1% fee on unsubsidized Staf-
ford loans and PLUS loans. Con-
sequently, total guarantee fees charged 
to student borrowers in Pennsylvania, 
West Virginia, and Delaware would ac-
tually increase. 

Consider that in FY1997, PHEAA 
guaranteed $651 million in unsubsidized 
Stafford loans for 172,000 students and 
$171 million in PLUS loans for 28,000 
parents. None of those borrowers were 
charged a guarantee fee. However, if 
this amendment had been law, it would 
have cost those borrowers $8.22 million 
in total guarantee fees. Moreover, 20% 
of FFELP borrowers nationwide re-
ceive fee waivers or fee reductions from 
their guarantor. Consequently, Amend-
ment No. 3117 would increase fees for 
borrowers in states other than just 
those serviced by PHEAA. As such, I 
must oppose this amendment, and I 
urge my colleagues to join me in doing 
so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). The Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Madam Presi-
dent, I rise in strong opposition to the 
Harkin amendment. I commend our 
chairman for the outstanding leader-
ship on this legislation, but I have con-
cerns on the impact of this legislation, 
what it would do to making student 
loans accessible to millions of our stu-
dents. 

At the core of making higher edu-
cation affordable and accessible are 
two programs we have heard much 
about: The Federal Family Education 
Loan Program, or FFEL Program, 
which, through public-private partner-
ship, has successfully provided loans to 
millions of students since 1965. The sec-
ond program is the Direct Student 
Loan Program, a program initiated by 
President Clinton, and a program I 
think designed to make the Depart-
ment of Education the largest student 

lender in the country. In fact, there are 
currently 36 active State and private 
nonprofit guaranty agencies, including 
the Student Loan Guarantee Founda-
tion of Arkansas. 

These guaranty foundations work 
closely with students, with families, 
with schools, and lenders to process 
loans, prevent loans from going into 
default, and pay claims on and collect 
on those loans that do default as a part 
of the traditional Guaranteed Student 
Loan Program, the FFEL Program. 

Over the past 33 years, FFELP stu-
dent loan providers have reliably deliv-
ered more than 92 million loans total-
ing $245 billion. Two-thirds of all stu-
dent loans are provided by the private 
sector via the FFEL Program. 

FFELP is cost effective for the Gov-
ernment, and the competitive environ-
ment spurs FFELP innovation and 
high-quality service. Reducing student 
loan original fees—which this amend-
ment does not do—reducing student 
loan origination fees which are paid by 
students to the Department of Edu-
cation, I believe, is a laudable goal, 
something we need to study and some-
thing we may do, but the amendment 
we are debating, the Harkin amend-
ment, does not reduce the 3 percent 
origination fee paid by students in the 
Guaranteed Student Loan Program. 
Rather, it eliminates the 1 percent in-
surance program, also called the guar-
anty fee. 

It is interesting, when you are 
against something, you call it a tax. 
And this fee has tonight been called a 
tax. Suddenly, we are voting for a tax 
decrease, a tax cut. But this guaranty 
fee has, in fact, preceded even the na-
tionalizing of this loan program. It 
goes all the way back to 1965. This was 
not enacted as a temporary measure 
because of economic conditions. The 
original fee, in fact, was, but we are 
not dealing with the original fee, we 
are dealing with the guaranty fee, the 
insurance premium fee. That is what 
the amendment would do this evening. 

That serves as the primary source of 
revenue to guarantors, intended to help 
offset the risk of default on student 
loans. Without the insurance premium 
coming in on the new guaranteed 
loans, guaranty agencies will have in-
sufficient funds in their Federal re-
serve fund to pay lender claims on de-
faulted loans. Many of them will for 
sure. In fact, losing the 1 percent insur-
ance fee equates to approximately 40 
percent of revenue for the Student 
Loan Guaranty Foundation in my 
home State of Arkansas. 

I believe—I think I am correct in 
this—that of all the institutions of 
higher learning in Arkansas, there is 
only one currently using the direct 
lending program. All the rest have 
opted to continue in the FFEL Pro-
gram, and we seriously jeopardize the 
guaranty foundation with the Harkin 
amendment; therefore, we jeopardize 
the accessibility of student loans to 
hundreds of thousands of students who 
are going to need those loans now and 
in the future. 
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With less money in their reserve to 

process loans and pay lender claims on 
defaulted loans, the Arkansas guaranty 
agency could be forced out of business 
in less than 2 years. So I say to the 
competition, which has been lauded as 
being such a good thing, such a meri-
torious thing, it would be eliminated as 
the bias is made toward direct student 
lending, and the FFEL Program which 
has served my State so well would be 
jeopardized. 

Madam President, the Harkin amend-
ment, I believe sincerely, is a wolf in 
sheep’s clothing. It would essentially 
kill the guaranteed loan program by 
driving guaranty agencies out of busi-
ness. If schools really wanted to be in 
the Direct Loan Program, then over 80 
percent of them would not have chosen 
to remain in the guaranteed loan pro-
gram, which I believe we threaten by 
this amendment. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
loan program, which provides private 
capital and servicing for nearly two- 
thirds of all Federal student loans, and 
do so by opposing the Harkin amend-
ment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HARKIN. I wonder if the Senator 

will yield for a little colloquy on that 
issue to try to get something straight-
ened out. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I will be glad to 
yield. I will be delighted. 

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. I ask my friend from 

Arkansas—— 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. I will be glad to 

yield for a question. I am not sure I 
have the authority to yield for a col-
loquy. 

Mr. HARKIN. I will enter into kind of 
a colloquy on the floor here. I thought 
I would ask a question—— 

Mr. FORD. Just ask unanimous con-
sent to have a colloquy. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I would be de-
lighted. 

Mr. HARKIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have a colloquy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. I submit to my friend 
from Arkansas that one of the greatest 
myths about the guaranteed loan pro-
gram is that the agencies are the real 
guarantors of the loans. I listened to 
the Senator and I listened to the Sen-
ator from Vermont also talk about put-
ting the agencies in jeopardy by reduc-
ing the amount of money to pay for de-
faulted loans—at least that is what I 
heard—that my amendment might put 
them in jeopardy. 

I think, contrary to popular belief, 
the Federal Government is the guar-
antor, and this changed in 1992. So I 
think there is a holdover from the pre-
vious era. In 1992—and I will just read 
to the Senator from the law itself: 
‘‘Consequence of guaranty agency in-
solvency. In the event that the Sec-
retary has determined that a guaranty 
agency is unable to meet its insurance 

obligations under this part, the holder 
of loans insured by the guaranty agen-
cy may submit insurance claims di-
rectly to the Secretary, and the Sec-
retary shall pay to the holder the full 
insurance obligation of the guaranty 
agency.’’ 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. If I might re-
spond, if I understand what you have 
just read from the law, that while that 
ensures the fact the Federal Govern-
ment is the ultimate guarantor, that 
that only occurs when the guaranty 
foundation, the guaranty agency, has 
faced solvency, and that is my very 
concern. 

Yes, while there may be an ultimate 
protection, before that ultimate pro-
tection is realized, the agencies that 
have served our students so well would, 
in fact, face insolvency. That is my 
concern for the State of Arkansas; that 
is my concern for the students of Ar-
kansas. 

Mr. HARKIN. I think the Senator 
makes a good point. As I pointed out, 
even with this modest cut of 25 per-
cent, that leaves, over the next 5 years, 
$4.58 billion for these guaranty agen-
cies. I haven’t seen any evidence that 
this would be at all insufficient in the 
future for these agencies. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. If I might just 
conclude, we can stand here and debate 
and have a colloquy over the numbers 
you presented. I cannot and would not 
question the numbers you presented 
my colleagues, so I will not speak on 
the aggregate that you presented. But I 
will say that while you are dealing 
with the aggregate, you are not speak-
ing to the specific circumstances and 
situations of guaranty foundations 
across the country. I only know in par-
ticular how it would impact the Arkan-
sas Guaranty Foundation, which has 
served our State well, and I believe 
that the numbers in Arkansas reflect 
that it, in fact, could face insolvency in 
a matter of years should the Harkin 
amendment be adopted. And that is the 
basis of my very sincere and very 
strong opposition. 

Mr. HARKIN. And I understand that. 
I want to make a couple points, I hope, 
clear, and that is, the Federal Govern-
ment is the ultimate guarantor, not 
the guaranty agency. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I understand, 
though, that if the guaranty founda-
tion is insolvent, if I heard you read 
the law correctly—— 

Mr. HARKIN. That is correct. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. That is my very 

concern—then we would force students 
into direct lending. We would force in-
stitutions to adopt that program 
whether they want to or not. 

Mr. HARKIN. Again, Madam Presi-
dent, I just want to point out, again, I 
do happen to have these figures avail-
able. For the State of Arkansas right 
now, the reserve fund is $7.9 million— 
$7.9 million that Arkansas has in its re-
serve fund. Even under my amendment, 
the yearly revenue for the next 5 years 
will be $3.8 million a year. So for the 
next 5 years, that will be another al-

most $20 million coming into Arkansas, 
and Arkansas has, as I said, a $7.9 mil-
lion reserve fund right now. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. If I might just re-
spond to that, the numbers we have in-
dicate—and these are as of July 3, 
1998—the cash reserve is $6.8 billion, 
which is considerably different from 
the numbers that you are presenting, 
and that, in fact, the information I 
have is that reserve would be jeopard-
ized to a far more significant degree 
than what you have reflected. 

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator may be 
right. My figures are from the end of 
the last fiscal year. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Then I think it is 
certainly precarious for the founda-
tion. 

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator just said 
the reserve fund was $6.8 million as of 
the end of this last month; is that what 
the Senator said? 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. That is what I 
said. 

Mr. HARKIN. $6.8 million. Even 
under my amendment—— 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. What was the 
number that you gave for—— 

Mr. HARKIN. $7.9 billion as of the 
end of the last fiscal year. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. That would be a 
drop of $1.1 million in less than a year. 

Mr. HARKIN. That is right. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Without the Har-

kin amendment. With the Harkin 
amendment, it will be a considerable 
decrease in addition to that. Once 
again, I would say the projections are, 
within 2 years they would be insolvent, 
and the worst case scenario would be-
come a reality in the State of Arkan-
sas. 

Mr. HARKIN. In the State of Arkan-
sas, the Harkin amendment would con-
tinue to give $3.8 million over the next 
5 years. That is hardly going insolvent. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. They have lost 
$1.1 million without the Harkin amend-
ment in the reserve fund. So, Madam 
President, I would say, once again, my 
concern is for the students of Arkan-
sas, that they have a competitive envi-
ronment for student loans. I believe 
that will not continue if the Harkin 
amendment is adopted and that, in 
fact, the end result, intended or other-
wise, will be to force institutions into 
direct student lending, which I do not 
think is in the best interest of the stu-
dents of my State or this country. 

I yield the floor. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
Mr. HARKIN. I believe I have the 

floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 

Senator is correct. 
Mr. HARKIN. I say to my friend from 

Arkansas, once again, without going 
further, I don’t know why that went 
down $1.1 million. A lot of times these 
agencies dip into reserve funds to pay 
salaries and benefits and things like 
that. I don’t know why they dipped in 
the reserve funds. 

I just say that even $6.8 million for 
the State of Arkansas, with $3.8 mil-
lion per year, is more than enough for 
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the reserve fund. And, secondly, I say 
that in the worst case scenario that the 
Federal Government still is the guar-
antor. And, lastly, I just point out that 
unless one is totally pessimistic about 
the economy over the next 2 or 3 or 4 
years, saying that everything is just 
going to go down the tubes, that we are 
going to have plenty of money in this 
reserve fund, even with this amend-
ment. 

(Mr. HUTCHINSON assumed the 
chair.) 

Mr. HARKIN. Lastly, I just say to my 
friend from Arkansas, who now has as-
sumed the chair, that there was some 
mention made that this amendment 
was a direct threat to the Guaranteed 
Loan Program and a way of tilting it 
toward the Direct Loan Program. And, 
again, I say that nothing could be fur-
ther from the facts here, because my 
amendment takes a cut of 25 percent in 
both the Guaranteed Loan Program 
and in the Direct Loan Program. It 
puts them both at 3 percent. So it 
makes the playing field absolutely 
level. It does not give one a benefit 
over the other. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. REED addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

DEWINE). The Senator from Rhode Is-
land. 

Mr. REED. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

I believe the Senator from Iowa has 
introduced a very worthy amendment 
that is consistent with the overall 
thrust of the legislation to provide 
more affordable access to college for 
hundreds of thousands of American 
students. I hope that his amendment 
will prevail. 

It also, I believe, compliments many 
other portions of this legislation which 
is particularly directed at providing 
more opportunities for Americans to go 
on to higher education. 

One aspect that I think it com-
pliments is the existing State Student 
Incentive Grant Program. This is a 
program that has been operating for 
years to provide Federal resources to 
local communities, to States, which 
they match dollar for dollar, which 
provides grants and work-study pro-
grams for students. 

As you recall, last year this provision 
was threatened with extinction because 
of no appropriations. But we in the 
Senate were able to rally support by an 
overwhelming vote and restored this 
program. I am pleased to say that the 
legislation that we are debating today, 
the underlying bill, makes significant 
improvements in the State Student In-
centive Grant Program. It strengthens 
it, provides more flexibility for the 
States. And I hope we will provide fur-
ther support, not only here but in the 
other body, so that we can continue to 
fund this very worthy program. 

Once again, this program, like the 
Senator’s amendment, is designed to 
provide particularly low-income Amer-
ican students access to higher edu-
cation, to make higher education more 
affordable. 

Also, having this opportunity to 
speak briefly for a moment, I would 
like to point out another aspect of the 
underlying legislation which I think is 
very important, and that is the 
strengthened provisions for teacher 
education. 

I was very pleased to note that many 
provisions of legislation introduced to 
strengthen teacher education have 
been incorporated in the underlying 
legislation. In particular, I was very 
pleased to introduce legislation under 
S. 1169, the Teacher Excellence in 
America Challenge Act, or the TEACH 
Act. This legislation was based upon a 
national commission to report what 
matters most, teaching in America, 
which essentially pointed out that we 
have a long way to go to ensure that 
every child in this country has a high- 
quality teacher in the classroom. Yet, 
we can take steps to get us to that wor-
thy objective. 

One step we can do is to force part-
nerships between schools of higher edu-
cation and actually elementary and 
secondary schools and other partici-
pants, essentially incorporating a 
model of education much like medical 
education. We would never think about 
going to a physician that had no exten-
sive clinical training, yet we send 
young teachers into the classroom that 
have barely weeks of actual classroom 
experience. 

So I hope building on this commis-
sion’s report, building on the language 
of this particular legislation, that we 
can improve dramatically the quality 
of education and teachers in this coun-
try. 

Just as an aside, several weeks ago, 
Massachusetts conducted its first in-
tensive testing of prospective teachers. 
They found, in a shocking way, that 59 
percent of these teachers failed an ex-
amination which was designed to test a 
strong 10th grader, basically focusing 
on simple grammar, English, writing, 
and mathematics. This is a shocking 
indication of how far we have to go to 
improve teaching in America. And the 
underlying legislation has provisions 
which I have introduced separately 
which have been incorporated which 
will do that. 

By and large, this is an excellent 
piece of legislation. I, of course, com-
mend Senator JEFFORDS and Senator 
KENNEDY for their leadership, and Sen-
ator COATS and Senator DODD, and all 
the members of the committee. And, 
once again, I hope that we will quickly 
not only adopt the amendment of the 
Senator from Iowa, but also the under-
lying legislation which is a strong bi-
partisan attempt to further increase 
and strengthen the access to college for 
American students. In doing so, I think 
we will go a long way in keeping faith 
with a very important part not only of 
our country, but making sure that the 
future of our country is strong. 

With that, I yield back my time. 
Mr. COATS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, the hour 
is getting late. I doubt too many Mem-
bers are listening to this debate. I will 
be brief because I know we want to 
move on to get these amendments fin-
ished so we can begin voting. I would 
like to just briefly respond regarding 
this amendment. And I will not repeat 
the benefits that flow to students 
under this legislation. Senator JEF-
FORDS of Vermont outlined those bene-
fits: almost $10 billion in new student 
benefits paid through extensive loan 
provider cuts and other means over a 
period of years. 

I think it is important to recognize 
that students benefit greatly from this 
legislation. It is kind of ironic that we 
are spending this amount of time de-
bating a bill that came out of com-
mittee on a unanimous vote, 18–0. We 
felt we had a bipartisan package put 
together that would sail through the 
Senate here, but we are obviously tied 
up a little bit on some of the provi-
sions. Hopefully, we can resolve some 
of them. 

I think it is important to recognize 
that what those of us who oppose the 
Harkin amendment are doing, as we 
have done on a number of other amend-
ments, is trying to preserve a viable, 
competitive system in terms of pro-
viding service and collection and the 
provision of loans to students. There 
has been a concerted effort over the 
past 6 or 7 years to eliminate the pri-
vate sector loan program in favor of a 
full Federal-run program. There were 
efforts to take it to 100 percent. Those 
were thwarted after a lot of conten-
tious debate under previous Con-
gresses. 

But I thought at least finally we had 
settled on the concept that competi-
tion is good, competition within the 
system is good, and we ought to have 
two programs side by side—a direct 
loan program run by the Federal Gov-
ernment, the Department of Education; 
and a private program that was oper-
ated in the private sector, involving 
guarantor agencies and banks and oth-
ers that provided students benefits for 
years. And it was, of course, backed by 
the Federal guarantee. But it operated 
pretty well. There were concerns that 
those guarantor agencies were reaping 
too much benefit from that particular 
program. 

So over the last several years there 
have been a variety of measures en-
acted which substantially reduce the 
fees that go to the guarantor agencies. 
This bill takes $500 million from the 
guaranty agencies to pay for student 
benefits. Between 1993 and 1997, rev-
enue to student loan guarantors was 
cut by $2 billion. That is $2.5 billion we 
have taken out. Student loan guaran-
tors get back another $1 billion in re-
serves over the next 5 years under the 
Balanced Budget Act that the Congress 
entered into last year. As a con-
sequence of that, the concerns that 
were raised by the Senator from Ar-
kansas become very real. 

Ten student loan guarantors have 
ceased operations due to increased 
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risk, declining revenues. The Alabama 
Commission on Higher Education, 
Delaware Higher Education Loan Pro-
gram, Maryland Higher Education 
Loan Corporation, Mississippi Guaran-
teed Student Loan Agency, Ohio Stu-
dent Loan Commission, Puerto Rico 
Higher Education Assistance Corpora-
tion, the State Education Assistance 
Authority of Virginia, the State Stu-
dent Assistance Commission of Indi-
ana, the Student Loan Funds of Idaho, 
and the Virgin Islands Board of Edu-
cation have all ceased operations. 

I don’t think it is possible to accu-
rately predict just which future agen-
cies will go out of business as we keep 
squeezing the private sector and keep 
expanding benefits and provisions 
through the public sector, but a list 
has been put out that guaranty agen-
cies would fail in a number of States 
over the next several years if the Har-
kin amendment is adopted and if the 
process of continuing to impose restric-
tions and squeezing the revenues of the 
private sector so they can’t compete 
equally with the public sector continue 
to be enacted. 

Now, the ultimate decisionmakers 
shouldn’t be Members of Congress or 
the Department of Education. The De-
partment of Education, obviously, has 
a bias in favor of expanding their scope 
in this program and becoming the only 
provider. That is what their intent was 
originally. That is what they have been 
working for. They have had the support 
of some Members of Congress on that. 

I think we ought to go back to some 
basic philosophic understandings of 
what it is in this country that has 
proven over time to provide the most 
effective service and benefits at the 
most effective cost. And it hasn’t been 
the Federal Government. You can’t 
point to agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment—whether it be Post Office, 
which used to be under the Federal 
control, but now is semi-independent— 
you can’t point to any agency and com-
pare it to a private agency and say the 
Federal Government is a more efficient 
provider of services at a more effective 
cost. 

I remember asking the First Lady 
when she presented the Clinton health 
care plan, I said, ‘‘Mrs. Clinton, you 
have done a lot of work on this par-
ticular plan, but there is, in my opin-
ion, a faulty assumption underlying 
the entire proposal, and that is that 
the Federal Government can provide 
services more efficiency and cost effec-
tively than the private sector.’’ I said, 
‘‘In my experience here in Washington, 
I haven’t come across any Federal Gov-
ernment program that has been able to 
do that. When matched head to head, 
they haven’t been able to do that.’’ The 
reason they haven’t is because they 
don’t have to compete. They don’t have 
stockholders to whom they are ac-
countable. They don’t have a bottom 
line they have to reach. They simply 
turn to Congress for additional funds 
to fund whatever service they are pro-
viding. The very nature of bureaucracy 

and the very nature of monopoly leads 
to the inevitable conclusion that the 
taxpayer loses in the long run when the 
services aren’t provided. 

So here we are yet again with yet an-
other amendment designed to put the 
private sector at a less competitive ad-
vantage. As I said, the real decision-
makers in this process ought to be the 
users of the product. And the users of 
the product are the schools. 

Despite credible efforts by the De-
partment of Education, in fact, some 
fairly heavy-handed tactics in some 
cases, two-thirds of all students choose 
to use the private sector to provide 
their loans and only one-third choose 
to use the Department of Education. 
The Department of Education, even 
within that one-third, which is less 
than what they had planned for, is hav-
ing trouble even providing effective 
services to that one-third. 

Let me refer to a GAO account which 
gave failing marks to the Federal Gov-
ernment and a number of Federal cred-
it programs. Their report is not news 
to anyone who has followed the debacle 
that has occurred at the Department of 
Education in administering the Direct 
Loan Program. During its first 5 years, 
institutions have been unable to fully 
reconcile disbursements received in 
Federal funds. There have been cost 
overruns estimated at $40 million, de-
spite ongoing problems in the Direct 
Loan Program and their attempts to 
protect it, either through the imposi-
tion of additional fees, cuts, additional 
revenue squeezes on the private sector, 
and additional protections for the Di-
rect Loan Program. 

So I think putting aside the intrica-
cies of this program and whether there 
was an origination fee or an insurance 
fee, whether there is enough in the re-
serve fund for 5 years or 3 years or 
whatever, we ought to go back to the 
basic premise of, do we want to sub-
stantially expand the role of a depart-
ment of government which has not 
proven itself an efficient administrator 
of these services, which has not proven 
itself as an entity capable of providing 
services in an efficient manner? 

But if we are not going to do that, do 
we at least want to have a viable, com-
petitive process, whereby the users of 
the product can make the choice? I 
think that is really what this is all 
about. We need to remember that last 
year’s bipartisan balanced budget 
agreement called for the preservation 
of two healthy loan programs and that 
if there were cuts, those cuts should be 
equally divided between those two pro-
grams. That has not happened under 
the Harkin amendment. The cost of the 
25-percent reduction that the Senator 
from Iowa is talking about doesn’t 
come out, it is not equally divided be-
tween the Direct Loan Program and 
the FFEL Program, the entire cost 
savings comes out of the FFEL Pro-
gram. 

So it is a violation of what the agree-
ment was last year, the balanced budg-
et agreement. It violates the principle 

of that agreement by taking the fee 
from the private sector program and 
using it to cover the cost of loss of rev-
enue in the public sector program that 
results from the change that occurs 
under the Harkin amendment. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the Harkin amendment, preserve the 
benefits and the balance that was cre-
ated by the committee, supported by 
the committee in an 18–0 vote, and 
move forward with this education pro-
gram that I think is important for our 
students and important for education 
initiatives that are in it. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I believe we are 

reaching conclusion on this amend-
ment. It is my intention to make a few 
comments and then I believe Senator 
HARKIN will close in a few minutes. 

In the interim, let me first make a 
very few comments. We are comparing 
apples and oranges here and you can 
make the apples look bad if you want 
to because you can’t compare the or-
anges. The ‘‘oranges’’ are the direct 
lending program. It is a great one to 
cover things up. What you do when you 
lend out the money is create an ac-
counts receivable on your ledger sheet. 
It doesn’t show up anywhere regarding 
who doesn’t pay back; it just shows up 
who does pay back. So it is very hard 
to trace where the losses are. On the 
other hand, the private sector one is a 
balanced one, with the student paying 
a 1 percent insurance fee which helps 
take care of default. The lenders absorb 
2 percent of the cost of defaults, which 
helps, and the guaranty agencies ab-
sorb 5 percent, and the Federal govern-
ment absorbs the remainder, which bal-
ances out and provides the money to 
pay for the default. So you can’t really 
compare the two programs. You can 
make this one look bad because you 
don’t know what the other program has 
done. There is no way of telling. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that following the remarks of Sen-
ator HARKIN, the Harkin amendment be 
set aside, that Senator KENNEDY be rec-
ognized to offer his amendment, that 
there be 30 minutes equally divided on 
the Kennedy amendment, and that no 
second-degree amendments be in order. 
I further ask that upon the conclusion 
of debate on the Kennedy amendment, 
votes occur first on the Kennedy 
amendment, and then on the Bingaman 
amendment, and finally on the Harkin 
amendment, and that there be no sec-
ond-degree amendments to any of the 
amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there be 2 
minutes, equally divided, of debate be-
tween the votes for an explanation of 
the amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARKIN. Parliamentary inquiry, 
Mr. President. On the unanimous-con-
sent agreement just propounded, did 
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that include the yeas and nays on all of 
the amendments? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. No, it did not. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-

sent that it be in order to ask for the 
yeas and nays on the three amend-
ments with one show of seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. So for the informa-

tion of all Senators, Mr. President, we 
expect three votes to occur at about 
9:45 or 10 o’clock, first on the Kennedy 
amendment, then the Bingaman 
amendment, and then on the Harkin 
amendment. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will 
wrap up my comments on the amend-
ment I offered. Again, Mr. President, I 
listened to the Senator, my good friend 
from Indiana, talk about schools choos-
ing to stay out of the Direct Loan Pro-
gram. Well, I point out that in the first 
2 years there was a tremendous in-
crease in schools joining the Direct 
Loan Program. But then in 1995 Con-
gress began to make all of these 
threats about ending or killing the Di-
rect Loan Program. So what has hap-
pened is that schools are apprehensive 
about whether or not they want to 
keep the Direct Loan Program, and 
that put a dampening effect on the tre-
mendous growth we had in the first 
couple of years. 

Secondly, I can’t help but be some-
what amused by all this talk about the 
private sector—the private sector in-
volved in these students loans. We 
want this private sector to keep going 
—this private sector. Let me point out, 
Mr. President, that the ‘‘private sec-
tor’’ involved in this Guaranteed Loan 
Program gets a subsidy from the tax-
payers of this country to the tune of 
$7.5 billion a year. That is right—this 
private sector enterprise gets a subsidy 
from the Federal Government every 
year of $7.5 billion. Private sector? 
Hardly. Subsidized sector? Yes. 

So all of this talk about this private 
sector out there in the Guaranteed 
Loan Program is nonsense. Now, if you 
want to make it private sector, let’s 
not give them any subsidies. Let’s 
knock out the $600 million to lenders 
for the special allowance payment. 
Let’s knock off the $3 billion to cover 
defaults. Let’s knock off the $2.5 mil-
lion for interest subsidy for students. 
Knock off all that stuff—the $7.5 billion 
a year in subsidies that we put out for 
the guaranty loan agencies. If you 
want to talk about competition, that is 
fine; I don’t mind having competition. 
In fact, it might be pretty good. But 
let’s keep it balanced. 

The point is that this amendment 
that I have offered for the students 
cuts their taxes by 25 percent on both 
the Guaranteed Loan Program and on 
the Direct Loan Program. It cuts it by 
25 percent on both. It keeps them both 
even in that regard. So if you want to 
keep competition, I say vote for my 

amendment. You get a tax cut for the 
students, which allows them to buy 
textbooks, and it keeps the Direct 
Loan Program and the subsidized, pri-
vate sector Guaranteed Loan Program 
in balance. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there will now be 30 
minutes, equally divided, on the Ken-
nedy amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3119 
(Purpose: To provide for market-based 

determinations of lender returns) 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY] proposes an amendment numbered 
3119. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 458, between lines 2 and 3, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 425. MARKET-BASED DETERMINATIONS OF 

LENDER RETURNS. 
Part B of title IV (20 U.S.C. 1071 et seq.) is 

amended by inserting after section 427A the 
following: 
‘‘SEC. 427B. MARKET-BASED DETERMINATIONS OF 

LENDER RETURNS. 
‘‘(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
‘‘(1) in the field of consumer lending, mar-

ket forces have resulted in increased quality 
of services and decreased prices, and more 
extensive application of market forces to the 
Robert T. Stafford Federal Student Loan 
Program should be explored; 

‘‘(2) Federal subsidies to lenders making or 
holding loans made, insured, or guaranteed 
under this part should not exceed the level 
necessary to ensure that all eligible bor-
rowers have access to loans under this part; 

‘‘(3) setting the level of lender returns nec-
essary to achieve the objective described in 
paragraph (2) in statute is necessarily inex-
act and insufficiently flexible to respond to 
market forces, and therefore lender returns 
should be determined through the use of 
market-based mechanisms; 

‘‘(4) alternative market-based mechanisms 
must be tested before a final selection is 
made as to the particular mechanism to be 
used for all loans made, insured, or guaran-
teed under this part; 

‘‘(5) the results of testing alternative mar-
ket-based mechanisms should be evaluated 
independently; and 

‘‘(6) if the independent evaluation con-
cludes that the testing of alternative mar-
ket-based mechanisms has been successful, a 
market-based mechanism to determine lend-
er returns on all loans made, insured, or 
guaranteed under this part should be imple-
mented as expeditiously as possible. 

‘‘(b) JOINT PLANNING STUDY TO SELECT 
AUCTION-BASED MECHANISMS FOR TESTING.— 

‘‘(1) PLANNING STUDY.—The Secretary and 
the Secretary of the Treasury jointly shall 
conduct a planning study, in consultation 
with the Office of Management and Budget, 
the Congressional Budget Office, the General 
Accounting Office, and other individuals and 
entities the Secretary determines appro-
priate, to— 

‘‘(A) examine the matters described in 
paragraph (2) in order to determine which 
auction-based mechanisms for determining 

lender returns on loans made, insured, or 
guaranteed under this part shall be tested 
under the pilot programs described in sub-
section (c); and 

‘‘(B) determine what related administra-
tive and other changes will be required in 
order to ensure that high-quality services 
are provided under a successful implementa-
tion of auction-based determinations of lend-
er returns for all loans made, insured, or 
guaranteed under this part. 

‘‘(2) MATTERS EXAMINED.—The planning 
study under this subsection shall examine— 

‘‘(A) whether it is most appropriate to auc-
tion existing loans under this part, to auc-
tion the rights to originate loans under this 
part, or a combination thereof; 

‘‘(B) whether it is preferable to auction 
parcels of such loans or rights, that are simi-
lar or diverse in terms of loan or borrower 
characteristics; 

‘‘(C) how to ensure that statutory, regu-
latory, or administrative requirements do 
not impede separate management and owner-
ship of loans under this part; and 

‘‘(D) what is the appropriate allocation of 
risk between the Federal Government and 
the owners of loans under this part with re-
spect to interest rates and nonpayment, or 
late payment, of loans; 

‘‘(3) MECHANISMS.—In determining which 
auction-based mechanisms are the most 
promising models to test in the pilot pro-
grams under subsection (c), the planning 
study shall take into account whether a par-
ticular auction-based mechanism will— 

‘‘(A) reduce Federal costs if used on a pro-
gram-wide basis; 

‘‘(B) ensure loan availability under this 
part to all eligible students at all partici-
pating institutions; 

‘‘(C) minimize administrative complexity 
for borrowers, institutions, lenders, and the 
Federal Government; and 

‘‘(D) facilitate the participation of a broad 
spectrum of lenders and ensure healthy long- 
term competition in the program under this 
part. 

‘‘(4) REPORT.—A report on the results of 
the planning study, together with a plan for 
implementing 1 or more pilot programs using 
promising auction-based approaches for de-
termining lender returns, shall be trans-
mitted to Congress not later than April 1, 
1999. 

‘‘(c) PILOT PROGRAMS.— 
‘‘(1) AUTHORIZATION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of this title, after the report 
described in subsection (b)(4) is transmitted 
to Congress, the Secretary is authorized, in 
consultation with the Secretary of the 
Treasury, to begin preparations necessary to 
carry out pilot programs meeting the re-
quirements of this subsection in accordance 
with the implementation plan included in 
the report. 

‘‘(B) DETERMINATION.—Before commencing 
the implementation of the pilot programs, 
the Secretary shall determine that such im-
plementation is consistent with enhancing— 

‘‘(i) the modernization of the student fi-
nancial assistance delivery systems; 

‘‘(ii) service to students and institutions of 
higher education; and 

‘‘(iii) competition within the program 
under this part. 

‘‘(C) IMPLEMENTATION DATE.— The Sec-
retary may commence implementation of 
the pilot programs under this subsection not 
earlier than 120 days after the report is 
transmitted to Congress under subsection 
(b)(4). 
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‘‘(D) DURATION AND LOAN VOLUME.—The 

pilot programs under this subsection shall be 
not more than 2 years in duration, and the 
Secretary may use the pilot programs to de-
termine the lender returns for not more than 
10 percent of the annual loan volume under 
this part during each of the first and second 
years of the pilot programs under this sub-
section. 

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out pilot 
programs under this subsection, the Sec-
retary— 

‘‘(A) shall use auction-based approaches, in 
which lenders bid competitively for the loans 
under this part, or rights to originate such 
loans (such as a right of first refusal to origi-
nate loans to borrowers at a particular insti-
tution, or a right to originate loans to all 
such borrowers remaining after a right of 
first refusal has been exercised), as the Sec-
retary shall determine; 

‘‘(B) may determine the payments to lend-
ers, and the terms, applicable to lenders, of 
the rights or loans, as the case may be, for 
which the lenders bid; and 

‘‘(C) shall include loans of different 
amounts and loans made to different cat-
egories of borrowers, but the composition of 
the parcels of loans or rights in each auction 
under a pilot program may vary from parcel- 
to-parcel to the extent that the Secretary 
determines appropriate. 

‘‘(3) VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION.—Participa-
tion in a pilot program under this subsection 
shall be voluntary for eligible institutions 
and eligible lenders. 

‘‘(4) INDEPENDENT EVALUATION.—The Sec-
retary shall enter into a contract with a non- 
Federal entity for the conduct of an inde-
pendent evaluation of the pilot programs, 
which evaluation shall be completed, and the 
results of the evaluation submitted to the 
Secretary, the Secretary of the Treasury, 
and Congress, not later than 120 days after 
the termination of the pilot programs under 
this subsection. 

‘‘(d) CONSULTATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—As part of the planning 

study and pilot programs described in this 
section, the Secretary shall consult with 
lenders, secondary markets, guaranty agen-
cies, institutions of higher education, stu-
dent loan borrowers, other participants in 
the student loan programs under this title, 
and other individuals or entities with perti-
nent technical expertise. The Secretary shall 
engage in such consultations using such 
methods as, and to the extent that, the Sec-
retary determines appropriate to the time 
constraints associated with the study and 
programs. The Federal Advisory Committee 
Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall not apply to such 
consultations. 

‘‘(2) SERVICES OF OTHER FEDERAL AGEN-
CIES.—In carrying out the planning study 
and pilot programs described in this section, 
the Secretary may use, on a reimbursable 
basis, the services (including procurement 
authorities and services), equipment, per-
sonnel, and facilities of other agencies and 
instrumentalities of the Federal Govern-
ment.’’. 

On page 457, line 23, strike ‘‘The’’ and in-
sert ‘‘Except as the Secretary of Education 
may otherwise provide under section 427B of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965, the’’. 

On page 505, strike line 5 and all that fol-
lows through page 506, line 16. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, as I 
understand it, we have a half hour 
evenly divided, and I yield myself 7 
minutes. 

Mr. President, this was a very good 
segue—listening to the comments of 
my friend and colleague from Iowa—to 
the amendment which I propose this 

evening and which has the administra-
tion’s support. 

The amendment I am offering will 
enable the Department of Education, 
working with the Secretary of the 
Treasury, to conduct a pilot program 
on methods to rely on competition to 
set interest rates on student loans. The 
results of this pilot program will be re-
ported back to Congress within 120 
days after the end of the test, and Con-
gress must act again before any further 
action to implement competition on a 
wider scale. 

The bill currently calls on the Sec-
retary to study the feasibility of using 
competition. That is too little and too 
late. It is a further delaying tactic. My 
amendment takes the reasonable step 
of authorizing a pilot program to see 
how competition would work in prac-
tice. 

The obvious way to use competition 
is through an auction. Under this 
amendment, up to 10 percent of the 
loan volume can be auctioned in each 
of 2 years. Students will be protected 
with the same low interest rate in the 
bill, and access to loans will continue. 
Colleges will participate on a vol-
untary basis. No one will be forced to 
be part of a pilot project. After the 
pilot is completed, an independent en-
tity will evaluate the results and sub-
mit them to the Department of Edu-
cation, the Treasury, and Congress. 
For example, one type of auction could 
invite lenders to offer loans to all eligi-
ble students at a college, or a group of 
colleges; or a State could originate 
loans for students at colleges in the 
State and auction the loans afterward, 
with excess subsidies returned to the 
Federal Government. 

The pilot project would be able to as-
sess the practical problems, if any, in 
this procedure. In fact, there is already 
experience to build on. Loans for stu-
dents in the health professions were 
conducted by auctions. Before the ini-
tial auction, the interest rate was 
based on a 91-day Treasury bill rate 
plus a premium of 3 percent. At the 
final auction, the premium was 1.5 per-
cent—a significant cut in the interest 
rate that brought major savings for the 
students. According to the Treasury, 
lenders will make an average return of 
16 percent on student loans under this 
bill, a higher rate of return than their 
historic rates of return on their other 
assets, even though these loans are 
guaranteed by the Federal Government 
and therefore have no risk to the 
banks. 

As the Congressional Budget Office 
analysis of March 30, 1998, concludes, 
‘‘banks do not require the same returns 
on FFELs that they require overall, 
since federally guaranteed student 
loans are less risky than the average 
bank asset.’’ The excessive cost to the 
taxpayer of these artificially high in-
terest rates is at least $1 billion over 
the 5 years. 

Mr. President, we all know what is 
going on here. A Washington Post edi-
torial of March 18 is titled ‘‘Stared 

Down by the Banks,’’ and it pulls no 
punches and it accuses Congress of 
being intimidated by the banks. A USA 
Today editorial of March 23, 1998, is ti-
tled, ‘‘Banks Acting Like Bullies’’—too 
much subsidies for the banks. Clearly, 
we should let competition set the in-
terest rate, not Congress. 

As the Los Angeles Times said in its 
editorial on June 5, ‘‘Congress should 
tackle the ’larger problem: the lack of 
competition in the student loan sys-
tem.’’’ This amendment that I am of-
fering this evening is a worthwhile 
pilot program that can help do so. 

Competition can work and will work 
to save Federal dollars and save dollars 
for college students as well. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
various Federal programs that are in-
volved in this kind of a competition. 

EXAMPLES OF HOW AUCTIONS ARE USED IN 
FEDERAL PROGRAMS 

Treasury Securities.—Treasury auctions 
bills, notes, bonds and inflation-indexed 
notes and bonds in a sealed-bid auction. Bid-
ders bid an interest rate and loan volume 
they would like at that rate. But no bidder 
can win more than a certain percentage of 
the total put up for bid. Noncompetitive bid-
ders can submit pre-auction bids for a given 
volume for which they’ll accept the auction- 
determined interest rate. Treasury usually 
uses discriminatory-price auctions by giving 
each bidder the rate they bid, but it has also 
experimented with uniform auctions in 
which all winners get the highest winning 
rate. 

HUD Loan and Real Estate Asset Sales.— 
HUD and FHA auction defaulted mortgages, 
and bidders may bid on any number of mort-
gages. Because any combination or all of the 
auctioned items can be bid on together, 
there is likely overlap in the mortgage pack-
ages submitted by each bidder. To address 
this problem and to be able to determine 
which combination of bids would optimize 
value for the government, an Auction Opti-
mization Model was developed by AT&T Bell 
Laboratories. The computer model is used to 
select the winning bids based on total rev-
enue for the government. 

Health Education Assistance Loans 
(HEAL).—HHS conducts a sealed-bid auction 
in which bidders bid an interest rate and 
loan volume they would like at that rate. 
The low bidder and all others within a cer-
tain tolerance of the low bid win the right to 
make loans. In the case of single winners, 
schools would not have a choice in that 
given year and might have to deal with dif-
ferent lenders in each year. In the case of 
multiple winners, each bidder would have to 
compete to make as many loans as they can, 
though it would probably be less than their 
originally bidded volume. 

FCC Wireless Spectrum Auctions.—The 
FCC conducts sealed-bid auctions for spec-
trums in which hundreds of markets are de-
termined simultaneously. After each round, 
bidders see the prevailing price in each mar-
ket and can place a bid in the next round in 
markets they had not bid for previously. The 
auction does not end until no more bidders 
want to make higher bids in any market. 
Telephone service provision is also auctioned 
in certain areas, including relatively unprof-
itable parts of areas. Though results have 
been mixed, most auctions have gone well. 

Elk Hills Oil Field of the Naval Petroleum 
Reserve.—Elk Hills was one of the federal 
government’s largest privatization efforts, 
with the sale completed in February of 1998. 
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The process involved getting five inde-
pendent evaluators to determine the value of 
the property before publishing the offer and 
collecting proposals from potential bidders. 
Due diligence and close attention to transfer 
documents were components of the many 
legal and technical steps. The bid evaluation 
incorporated negotiations with the three fi-
nalists on terms beyond the payment, such 
as environmental indemnity issues, and ulti-
mately a single winner was selected. 

WIC Infant Formula Bidding Process.—WIC 
purchases of infant formula comprise more 
than half of all formula sales within the 
U.S., and in an effort to ensure competitive 
pricing, in 1989 the federal government began 
requiring states to establish competitive bid-
ding processes. The firm offering the lowest 
net price to the state or cluster of states 
wins the exclusive right to sell infant for-
mula to WIC participants, and that firm is 
then billed by the state WIC agencies for re-
bates on formula purchased with WIC vouch-
ers. Under this system GAO reports that 
after accounting for rebates in 1996, WIC 
agencies paid 85 percent less than the whole-
sale price for formula, on average, allowing 
WIC to be extended to an additional 1.7 mil-
lion persons each month. 

EPA Pollution Rights.—EPA’s acid rain 
program holds an annual auction of a Special 
Allowance Reserve of approximately 2.8 per-
cent of total allowances, conducted by the 
Chicago Board of Trade. In addition to pro-
viding an additional means of obtain allow-
ances (each equal to one ton of annual SO2 
emissions), the auction also importantly es-
tablishes a market price signal. Allowances 
are sold from the Reserve before private 
holdings are sold. Anyone—including public 
interest and environmental groups—can par-
ticipate in the bidding on and trading of al-
lowances. Spot (for that year) and advance 
(not usable for seven years) allowances for 
SO2 emissions are available through the auc-
tion, and allowances may be bought, sold, 
banked, or retired. This auction appears to 
use discriminatory pricing rather than uni-
form pricing. 

Resolution Trust Corporation.—RTC auc-
tions collateralized and uncollateralized as-
sets. For example, in a recent competitive 
(sealed) bidding process, approximately 1100 
assets were divided into 30 pools based on 
asset type and region. A financial advisor 
and due diligence contractor scrubbed the 
relevant files and collected data to establish 
values and reserve prices for each asset. This 
information, recorded in CD–ROM format, 
was made available to the public, which had 
four weeks to review it. Bids on the 30 asset 
pools were received at a centralized New 
York clearinghouse over a two-day span. 
Based on the best and final bids, the $450 mil-
lion sale yielded 87 cents on the dollar rather 
than the 75 cents that the portfolio had 
originally been valued at. 

Oil and Gas Sales on the Outer Continental 
Shelf.—After determining to lease the tracts, 
they are advertised in the Federal Register 
in an open bidding process. Potential inves-
tors send their checks; after the highest bid-
der is notified of their acceptance, the other 
checks are returned to the unsuccessful bid-
ders. At this point, the government conducts 
its own assessment of the value of the oil 
and gas reserves, based on geological and 
mineral information provided by the success-
ful bidder, to make sure the bidded amount 
meets or exceeds the government estimated 
value. 

Conservation Reserve Program (CRP).— 
The USDA solicits bids from producers for 
enrollment of acres into the CRP. Bids are 
accepted based on a formula that accounts 
for the environmental for each dollar from 
enrollment (i.e., if a bid is accepted, the gov-
ernment pays farmers rental payments for 10 
years to idle their land and put a conserving 
cover crop on it). 

Timber Sales.—The Forest Service auc-
tions off the rights to timber companies to 
cut designated areas in National Forests. 
After an offer of sale describing the timber 
and the sale terms is publicized, a sealed-bid 
process takes place. Non-price related terms 
of the sale, including environmental con-
cerns, are all set by the government, so the 
highest bidder wins the auction. 

Export Enhancement Program (EEP).—The 
USDA establishes prices and bonus levels 
based on their estimates of the going market 
rates, and then accepts bids from exporters. 
However, rather than bidding against each 
other in a true-market scenario, exporters 
are really only bidding against the govern-
ment-set price and bonus level, and they 
have the option of coming back with succes-
sive new bids until they hit the USDA-deter-
mined price levels. 

Mr. KENNEDY. We obviously have 
the Treasury securities that are in-
volved in these kinds of competitions. 
The HUD loans; the FHA auction on 
mortgages is a competitive bid; the 
HEAL loans, the Health Education As-
sistance Loans; the FCC wireless spec-
trum auctions. We had a long debate on 
what was going to be the best way to 
protect the taxpayer. And the decision 
by the Congress was to have the spec-
trum auctions. Elk Hills Oil Field of 
the Naval Petroleum Reserve was auc-
tioned. WIC, infant formula, there was 
a bidding process and auctions; EPA 
pollution rights are auctioned off. The 
Resolution Trust Corporation relied on 
auctions, and the auctions were, in 
their view, based on their best and 
final bids. The last auction that went 
off was typical. The $450 million sale 
yielded 87 cents on the dollar rather 
than the 75 cents that the portfolio had 
originally been valued at, and was re-
turned to the Treasury. Oil and gas 
sales on the Outer Continental Shelf 
were auctioned off. Conservation Re-
serve Program auctioned off; timber 
sales auctioned off; Export Enhance-
ment Program auctioned off. 

These are existing Federal programs 
that use the auction system to provide 
the best kind of protection to the tax-
payers, and in this case to the stu-
dents. 

But this particular amendment says, 
with the urging of the Administration, 
let’s have a pilot program independ-
ently evaluated, the result of which is 
submitted to the Congress, the Admin-
istration, and made public. Then the 
Congress can make a judgment on this 
matter. 

I hope our friends on the other side of 
the aisle who talk about market forces 
and are constantly lecturing Members 
will support this very modest rec-
ommendation. This amendment is built 
on market forces and built on competi-
tion. It follows the kinds of rec-
ommendations which the U.S. Govern-
ment has accepted in terms of auc-
tions. 

All we are doing is saying let’s have 
a pilot project and test how this pro-
gram would work in terms of pro-
tecting student loans. We have had de-
bates here tonight on the level of inter-
est rates. We have had debates in our 
committee on the level of interest 
rates. Let us try in terms of protecting 
students to give them the best deal 

that they can possibly have, and use 
these resources to make a major dif-
ference in reducing the cost of higher 
education in this country. 

I reserve the remainder of time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. President, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the amendment being offered by 
my colleague Senator KENNEDY. While 
I share his interest in exploring mecha-
nisms for improving the delivery of 
student loans, as chairman of the 
Labor Committee, I strongly oppose his 
effort to provide the Department of 
Education—whose desire to disadvan-
tage the FFEL program has been aptly 
demonstrated—with unbridled author-
ity to conduct an experiment on the 
FFEL program. 

The impetus for this concept arose 
out of the lengthy deliberations we 
have had over the past eighteen 
months about setting the appropriate 
interest rate for students and lenders. 
In 1993, when the Student Loan Reform 
Act was being drafted, its authors—in-
cluding Senator KENNEDY—anticipated 
that the Federal government would 
shift entirely from the FFEL program 
to the Federal Direct Loan program. A 
transition provision was included in 
the law which changed the way that 
student loan interest rates were to be 
calculated effective July 1, 1998. This 
change was primarily intended to re-
flect the budget scoring needs of the 
Direct Lending program. The con-
sequences for student borrowers in the 
FFEL program, however, would have 
been dramatic. 

There is general agreement that, if 
the interest rate that was set for July 
1, 1998 and which was delayed until Oc-
tober 1, 1998 is allowed to go into ef-
fect, it will become unattractive for 
lenders to participate in the FFEL pro-
gram. 

S. 1882, as reported from the com-
mittee, confronts the challenge of try-
ing to provide students with the lowest 
viable interest rate on their student 
loans while ensuring sufficient lender 
participation to preserve open and full 
access to student loans. After nearly a 
year of consultation with students, 
lenders, representatives of the higher 
education community, the administra-
tion and financial services experts, the 
committee put forward a compromise 
interest rate package. 

This package sharply reduced lender 
yield by 30 basis points while allowing 
students and their families to enjoy 
the lowest interest rates in nearly 
twenty years. The process of devel-
oping this package was long and dif-
ficult and the stakes were very high. 
While by no means perfect, the bipar-
tisan compromise meets the twin chal-
lenges of low rates for students and 
continued stability in the FFEL pro-
gram. 
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As I wrestled with my desire to bal-

ance the twin objectives of reducing 
the interest rate paid by students and 
preserving access to loans under the 
FFEL program, I encountered several 
budget analysts who were interested in 
using market-based mechanisms to es-
tablish student loan interest rates. 

It became clear to me, however, that 
market-based mechanisms, while at-
tractive a first blush, quickly reveal 
themselves to be far more complicated 
to design and implement than is ever 
fully appreciated. These analysts, who 
often focus only upon economic consid-
erations, often fail to recognize that 
student loan programs are designed 
primarily to offer a social benefit— 
that is, to offer loans, at reasonable 
rates, to students without respect to 
credit history, educational program, 
loan size, geographic location, or po-
tential as a consumer of future credit 
products. Market-based mechanisms, if 
they are to be implemented, must be 
carefully designed to ensure that all 
students continue to have equal access 
to student loans without regard to any 
particular characteristics of the bor-
rower or their program of education. 

Further, any changes to the delivery 
system for the FFEL program, must 
strive to preserve the high level of 
service that students and institutions 
of higher education currently enjoy. 
Under an auction model, schools and 
borrowers may be forced to deal with a 
different lender and servicer each year. 
Regional lenders in small states may 
lose the ability to participate in the 
program. Students may lose the ability 
to select the lender of their choice. And 
equally important, particularly in 
light of the collapse last year of the 
Department’s loan consolidation pro-
gram, students may find themselves 
forced to make payments to myriad 
lenders each of whom has different 
practices and procedures. An auction, 
improperly designed, could add new 
and unintended layers of complexity to 
the program. 

As a result of these concerns, as well 
as concerns about the ability of the De-
partment of Education to administer 
an auction model, the American Asso-
ciation of Medical Colleges and others 
have publicly stated their deep reserva-
tions about moving toward a market- 
based model. These issues may be re-
solvable but I cannot support providing 
the Department with the authority to 
experiment on the FFEL program until 
they have been studied and addressed 
to my satisfaction and the satisfaction 
of my colleagues on the Senate Labor 
Committee. 

In an effort to answer some of these 
questions, our bill directs the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to conduct a 
study of the feasibility of employing 
market-based mechanisms. After con-
sultation with students, lenders, and 
institutions of higher education, the 
Secretary of Treasury is required to 
analyze the potential impact of these 
mechanisms on the delivery of student 
aid, the implications for students and 

institutions of higher education with 
regard to access to student loan cap-
ital, and provide a plan for structuring 
and implementing a mechanism is a 
manner that ensures the cost effective 
availability of student loans for stu-
dents and their families. This report 
shall be provided no later than Sep-
tember 30, 1999. 

It is my strong belief that any pilots, 
if appropriate, should only be devel-
oped after careful study and full Con-
gressional participation. In this spirit, 
S. 1882 contains a provision directing 
the Secretary of Treasury to conduct a 
thorough study and report to Congress 
on the feasibility of designating and 
implementing market-based mecha-
nisms for setting student loan interest 
rates. I look forward to receiving this 
report and working with the Congres-
sional Budget Office, my colleagues in 
the Senate, and all of the participants 
in the FFEL and Direct Lending pro-
grams to fully assess whether or not 
market-based mechanisms can con-
tribute to improvements in the avail-
ability, cost, and efficiency of the stu-
dent loan programs. 

In closing, I want to make one very 
important additional point. From all of 
this talk, one might think that there is 
a crisis within the FFEL program 
which we are trying to fix. The FFEL 
program continues to be the program 
of choice of the vast majority of col-
leges and universities. As a result, the 
higher education community has deep 
misgivings about the Kennedy amend-
ment because it is concerned that ef-
forts by the Department to conduct ex-
periments upon the FFEL program will 
disrupt the benefits and services that 
students and institutions currently 
enjoy. For all of these reasons, I urge 
my colleagues to oppose this amend-
ment. 

I retain the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. COATS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield the Senator 

from Indiana such time as he may re-
quire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I will be 
brief. I just want to make a couple 
points. 

Point No. 1, the legislation that is 
before us, the base legislation, already 
contains a carefully designed analysis 
and feasibility study of market-based 
mechanisms for student loans. The 
KENNEDY amendment goes much fur-
ther than that. We have a study in 
place. We will get the information 
needed to make a determination as to 
whether or not we want to move to an 
auction market-based program. 

Secondly, the last thing the Depart-
ment of Education needs right now is 
another big responsibility. It can’t 
handle the responsibilities it currently 
has. It has not been able to success-
fully manage the Direct Loan Program 

and the FFEL Program. Why would we 
want to consider giving it something 
else to manage? 

Let me just cite a few things from 
the inspector general relative to the 
Department’s administering of the Di-
rect Loan Program. The IG has con-
cluded that audits at 16 direct loan 
schools found 8 major weaknesses in 16 
of those programs. They also stated 
that in their audit, the weaknesses 
they found were representative of the 
majority of direct loan schools. They 
said: 

They are very likely to exist at these other 
direct loan schools. The Department re-
viewed disbursement amounts recorded at 
one school and found a total of nearly 
$300,000 hadn’t been entered into the direct 
loan system. 

The IG’s report said that 3 of the 16 
schools maintained excess cash as a re-
sult of improper cash management 
practices. 

Let me quote again from the IG’s 
analysis of the department’s ineptness 
in running the programs that it has 
now. And I quote: 

The Department does not currently have a 
process in place to match specific drawdowns 
with specific disbursement transactions. 

The IG goes on to say: 
53 percent of student status reporting was 

inaccurate. On average 71 percent of student 
records in the national student loan data 
system were inaccurate; 58 percent of trans-
actions were not reported by schools through 
the department in a timely manner. 

The IG says that today, if data is not 
reported timely, due diligence and 
timeliness of reconciliation of loan 
data may be adversely impacted. 

We probably all remember, or should 
remember, that in the 1995–1996 aca-
demic year, 1 million applications were 
backlogged at the Department of Edu-
cation which caused families and stu-
dents all over the country to be put in 
a position where they didn’t know 
whether they were going to get a loan 
or not. Two years later, the Depart-
ment sent out 2.7 million forms to fill 
out and had the wrong shading on it, 
and therefore the forms were not proc-
essed right, and they ended up with 
hundreds of thousands of backlog as a 
result of that. 

This goes on and on and on, the in-
ability of the Department to handle 
the one-third of direct loans that it 
now has. So why do we want to throw 
in another major initiative at the De-
partment of Education. Let them at 
least get the initiatives that they cur-
rently have jurisdiction for under some 
control. So I would urge my colleagues 
to join with the chairman of the com-
mittee in defeating the Kennedy 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. What my friend, the 
Senator from Indiana, did not point 
out is that the student loan defaults 
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were 22 percent under the Republican 
administration, the previous adminis-
tration, now down to 10 percent, saving 
hundreds of millions of dollars a year. 
This debate isn’t over the particular 
administration, because what we are 
talking about is a very sound idea. Let 
me give you what Mr. Petri, a Repub-
lican in the House of Representatives, 
said: 

The amendment would end the recurring 
battle—he has one that would put in place an 
auction program. Ours is just a pilot pro-
gram. 

The amendment would end the recurring 
battle between student groups and lenders 
over the industry on student loans, which re-
sults in the price of the private sector serv-
ices being set by political negotiation with-
out regard to the actual cost of services. 

This amendment has the potential of sav-
ing the American taxpayers billions of dol-
lars through competition for this profitable 
business. Up to now, with the exceptions of 
in-school interest and the overall interest 
cap, the banks have always received the 
same interest the students paid on interest 
loans. 

Here is Mr. MCKEON, Republican of 
California. This is what he says: 

The gentleman is correct that up to now 
we have tried to figure out how much to pay 
the lenders for providing student loans in a 
political negotiation, and we in Congress 
really have no way of knowing what the 
right price is. 

These are two Republicans who be-
lieve in the market system: 

It would be much better if we had a market 
process to determine rates. 

That is exactly what this amendment 
provides, a test, a pilot. You can’t im-
plement it until we vote again, but a 
test and a pilot make sense for the 
very reasons two of the most knowl-
edgeable leaders in the Republican 
Party in the House of Representatives 
have stated: 

I am interested in working in that direc-
tion. 

That is in the recent debate and dis-
cussion. 

Now, Mr. President, I indicated just a 
few moments ago all the different 
agencies of Government that use this 
process, the most significant, obvi-
ously, the Treasury, the FHA, dealing 
with a great deal more amount of fund-
ing than we are considering. 

Finally, Mr. President, just look at 
this chart that I have in the Chamber. 
This represents, according to the 
FDIC—and my good friend from Iowa 
was referring to various figures. Under 
the proposal that we have tonight, the 
proposal; that is, the bill, will guar-
antee the return on equity for all com-
mercial banks at 16 percent. This chart 
here shows what the banks have made 
from 1958 going up to 1996, and re-
cently, in 1994 through 1996, it has been 
in excess of 14 percent. 

All we are saying, for those Members 
of the Senate who are concerned about 
the cost of higher education, is we have 
an opportunity to do something and do 
it the old fashioned way—competition; 
competition, tried, tested, utilized by 
other agencies of our Government and 

which effectively works. At least a 
pilot project; let’s give it a try. 

Mr. HARKIN. If I could ask the Sen-
ator to yield just briefly. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I would be glad to 
yield—11⁄2 minutes to the Senator from 
Iowa and 11⁄2 minutes to the Senator 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. HARKIN. I just want to ask the 
Senator again on this chart—this is 
outrageous—there is the return on eq-
uity for commercial banks. For a num-
ber of years it averaged about 11, 12 
percent. Now it is up over 14 percent. 
That is a return on equity for banks. Is 
the Senator saying that this bill that 
we are passing will guarantee them a 
16-percent return on guaranteed stu-
dent loans? 

Mr. KENNEDY. That is the estimate 
by the FDIC. And was used by the com-
mittee. 

Mr. HARKIN. Not only do they get 
the 16-percent guarantee, they get a 
$7.5 billion subsidy from the taxpayers 
of this country. So I think the Senator 
is absolutely right. If they want to be 
private sector, let’s put it out for bid. 
Some years ago, as the Senator remem-
bers, we put the WIC Program out, the 
Women’s Infants and Children’s feeding 
program out for competitive bidding, 
good old free enterprise competitive 
bidding, and we have saved billions of 
dollars for the taxpayers of this coun-
try and improved the program. I think 
the Senator is right on target on this. 
If there is so much money floating 
around here, let’s put it out for bid. 
Let’s put it out for good old free enter-
prise, competitive bidding. 

Mr. COATS. Will the Senator yield at 
that point? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I have 11⁄2 minutes 
left, I believe. Is that right? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has a total of 3 minutes left. 

Mr. COATS. Could I ask a question, 
just ask the time? How much time is 
left on our side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont has 4 minutes 6 sec-
onds; the Senator from Massachusetts 
has 2 minutes 53 seconds. 

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, I wonder 
if the Senator will yield me 1 minute 
on our side? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Yes, you may have 
it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana. 

Mr. COATS. We may have the mak-
ings of a real deal here. From what I 
hear it is that the Senator from Massa-
chusetts and the Senator from Iowa are 
willing to put the whole program out 
for bid. And if we would take the whole 
program, including what is run by the 
public sector, maybe we could cut a 
deal and just turn the whole thing over 
to the private sector. Is that what the 
Senator is suggesting? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The pilot program, 
yes. This is for a pilot program. We will 
have to come back. But to test and put 
both aspects out, to have it fair. 

Mr. COATS. The Senator is extolling 
the virtues of the market system? 

Mr. KENNEDY. That’s fine. 
Mr. COATS. Let’s take the whole 

program. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I am not prepared to 

take the whole program, Senator. I am 
talking about a pilot program. 

Mr. COATS. I think I have the floor, 
Mr. President? Do I not have the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana still has the floor. 

Mr. COATS. I thank the Chair. Mr. 
President, I ask the Senator for an ad-
ditional minute. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield the Senator 
an additional minute. 

Mr. COATS. I thought I heard the 
proposal that the virtues of the market 
system were so wonderful that the 
whole thing ought to be put out into 
the market system, and that is prob-
ably a good idea. So why—I don’t un-
derstand; you can’t have it both ways. 
You cannot try to attract it into the 
public sector and not provide competi-
tion in the Department of Education 
and yet kick everything else into the 
free market. 

So I am saying we may have the 
makings of a deal here. If the Senators 
think the whole thing ought to go in 
the market, why, we can probably get 
that done pretty quickly and it might 
benefit everybody. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? The Senator from Massa-
chusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Just for 20 seconds, 
Mr. President. You have to start some-
place. This is a pilot program. If the 
Senator—if we accept this this evening, 
I guarantee we will work with the Sen-
ator from Indiana to try to make any 
kinds of adjustments in any types of 
ways to get whatever kind of pilot pro-
gram that will accurately reflect the 
market forces on student loans. What-
ever way the Senator wants to, we will 
work with him closely and we will look 
forward to his vote this evening. 

I yield the remaining time to the 
Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I am reluc-
tant to take the time. I am enjoying 
this going back and forth. I just want-
ed to add my voice on this. In fact, I 
think, what the Senator from Indiana 
may have just proposed, it is unfortu-
nate that it is not in the form of an 
amendment here. Because I think a 
pilot program, as one who has sup-
ported allowing institutions to make 
the choices on direct loans and guaran-
teed loans, that is really the best way 
to work. Let the marketplace work 
this out. I would certainly be amenable 
to such an amendment here. 

I think what the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts is proposing and offering 
here is going to be a great asset to all 
of us. What we are doing right now is 
guessing. This is a guessing game, and 
it need not be a guessing game. So we 
are being asked arbitrarily here to sort 
of accept some numbers, disregarding 
what the larger economic picture is 
across the country. 

And by establishing this study with a 
pilot program, we can come back in 5 
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years. That is when we come back to 
this issue. In that window we will be in 
a far better position to make a deter-
mination as to what should be those 
rates and how the marketplace could 
work. Why shouldn’t we take advan-
tage of that? It doesn’t lock us into a 
particular answer one way or the 
other. It just gives us the opportunity 
to try to see if we can’t come up with 
a more reliable, predictable solution as 
to how these rates ought to be deter-
mined. 

Given the fact that we hear from the 
Congressional Budget Office that, 
under current rates, the banks have 
earned rates of return on student loans 
between 16 and 35 percent—by anyone’s 
estimation that is excessive. That is 
their estimate. Analysts predict that 
we will lock in generous profits. CBO, 
the Congressional Budget Office, pre-
dicts that the rates of return under the 
interest rates in the bill will be be-
tween 10 and 25 percent. The Treasury 
Department calculates an average re-
turn under the bill of 16 percent. That 
is really excessive. 

So by allowing a pilot program in the 
marketplace deciding these factors, we 
are not allowing a situation that costs 
taxpayers a tremendous amount. We 
have done so much here to alleviate 
some of the pressures for students in 
this bill, it would be a tragedy not to 
take advantage of doing something for 
the taxpayers who underwrite this pro-
gram. I urge we adopt this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from 
Vermont has 2 minutes 25 seconds. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I will 
be very brief. What we are faced with 
here is a bill that says these are ideas 
we ought to study, but we ought to 
have them studied not by an agency 
that is dedicated to killing the pro-
gram, so we give it to the Department 
of Treasury. We say here is an idea; 
study it, and then make recommenda-
tions, and then we can maybe go to a 
pilot if it looks good. You don’t give it 
to an agency who is dedicated to doing 
the program in unless you obviously 
want to kill the program. And that is 
obviously the design here. 

I yield the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has expired. Under the previous order, 
the question is on the Kennedy amend-
ment, No. 3119. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON) 
and the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
KYL) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN) is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 39, 
nays 58, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 192 Leg.] 

YEAS—39 

Akaka 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—58 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 

Faircloth 
Ford 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Leahy 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—3 

Hutchison Kyl Moynihan 

The amendment (No. 3119) was re-
jected. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I move to lay it on 
the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, first, I ask 
all the Senators to stay in the Cham-
ber so we can get through the next two 
votes quickly. The managers have done 
a good job getting us to the point 
where we have two more amendments 
left. There is one other issue that is 
being worked on, and then we would be 
ready to go to final passage. If the Sen-
ators will stay close, we can get 
through the two remaining amendment 
votes in 20 minutes and hopefully be 
ready to go to final passage after per-
haps a brief colloquy right before final 
passage. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
next votes in the series be limited to 10 
minutes in length. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield? Do we have any information on 
how we are doing on our Patients’ Bill 
of Rights? 

Mr. LOTT. I don’t believe that has 
come up today. We have worked on 
higher education. There is a vision on 
the horizon of how this could be done. 
I am sure we will find a way to do that 
in the next week. 

Mr. KENNEDY. You will let us 
know—next week? 

Mr. LOTT. Like to; unless there is 
obstruction or resistance. (Laughter.) 

I am sure when the time comes, the 
Senator may have some second 
thoughts. 

But at any rate, let’s do higher edu-
cation and then we will talk about 
that. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3116 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the Bingaman amend-
ment No. 3116, with 2 minutes equally 
divided. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this 
amendment is intended to improve the 
academic preparation of our teachers. 
This is an area of great concern all 
around the country. The amendment 
says to States: You should require an 
academic major for the people you are 
training to teach in high schools—that 
in addition to the education course 
they take, they should have an aca-
demic major. Mr. President, 32 States 
already have in place this requirement. 

What we are saying is that over the 
next 3 years each State should be able 
to adopt a plan to get to this same 
point. It will substantially improve the 
preparation of teachers at the high 
school level. It has been shown to do 
that in the States that have adopted it. 
I believe this would be a very good pol-
icy for us to adopt as part of this bill. 

I urge my colleagues to take this op-
portunity. It will be 6 years, again, be-
fore we pass a reauthorization of the 
Higher Ed Act and we need to get on 
with the business of improving teach-
ing in this country. This amendment 
will help to do that. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I must oppose the 
amendment offered by my colleague 
from New Mexico. He has done a won-
derful job in assisting us in taking a se-
rious look at the problems we have 
with respect to teachers and whether 
or not they have a major in the subject 
which they will be teaching. 

The problem with this amendment is 
that it mandates to the States that 
they must do something. The bill itself 
provides incentives for them to make 
sure that the people wanting to be 
teachers have studied the things which 
they will teach. We do it by enticement 
and through assistance with loan pro-
grams—with programs—whereas this 
amendment would order it done. 

It is a mandate, and I think it is in-
appropriate and that it would be coun-
terproductive. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON) 
and the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
KYL) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN) is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 23, 
nays 74, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 193 Leg.] 

YEAS—23 

Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 

Bryan 
Bumpers 
Cochran 

Conrad 
Daschle 
Domenici 
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Dorgan 
Durbin 
Ford 
Harkin 
Hollings 

Johnson 
Kerrey 
Lugar 
Moseley-Braun 
Reed 

Reid 
Robb 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 

NAYS—74 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Coats 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Enzi 
Faircloth 
Feingold 
Feinstein 

Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Hutchison Kyl Moynihan 

The amendment (No. 3116) was re-
jected. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3118 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now is on agreeing to the Har-
kin amendment. 

There are 2 minutes equally divided. 
Who yields time? 
Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, my 

amendment cuts the tax on subsidized 
student loans by 25 percent—from 4 
percent to 3 percent. So it puts more 
actual money into the pockets of stu-
dents so they can buy textbooks. It 
also continues to pay guaranty agen-
cies over the next 5 years. 

If you hear an argument that some-
how this is going to put our guaranty 
agencies at risk and jeopardize the 
banks, I point out that even under my 
amendment by cutting this tax by 25 
percent on students, the guaranty 
agencies will get almost $4.6 billion 
over the next 5 years, more than 
enough to handle any contingency. 

So this basically is a tax cut for stu-
dents. It is supported by a long list of 
colleges and student organizations. I 
think it is the least we can do for our 
students—to give them a tax break, 
also. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise 
in strong opposition to the Harkin 
amendment. It sounds nice but it real-
ly doesn’t do what was anticipated. It 
saves maybe $42 a year for the stu-
dents; that is, if the program doesn’t 
go belly up. 

It undoes a very careful balance be-
tween the share of the risk that the 
student takes, that the guaranty agen-
cies take, and that the Federal Govern-
ment takes. It unbalances it. It would 
put about 22 guaranty agencies out of 
business. 

The present system, which is the 
FFEL system, is working very well. 
The direct lending is helped with com-
petition. The last thing we want to do 
is put out the system which takes care 
of 80 percent of the colleges and 66 per-
cent of all loans. 

It is a dangerous amendment. And I 
strongly oppose it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Iowa. 
On this question, the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON 
and the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
KYL) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN ) is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 41, 
nays 56, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 194 Leg.] 

YEAS—41 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Durbin 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Ford 
Glenn 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Smith (OR) 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—56 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Coats 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Dorgan 

Enzi 
Faircloth 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kempthorne 
Kerrey 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—3 

Hutchison Kyl Moynihan 

The amendment (No. 3118) was re-
jected. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
thank all my colleagues. This has been 
a long day, and we have a very impor-
tant bill and we are about 2 minutes 
away from final passage. We just have 
a few little housekeeping things to do 
and then we can all go home. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3120 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS] 

proposes an amendment numbered 3120. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title VII, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. RELEASE OF CONDITIONS, COVENANTS, 

AND REVERSIONARY INTERESTS, 
GUAM COMMUNITY COLLEGE CON-
VEYANCE, BARRIGADA, GUAM. 

(a) RELEASE.—The Secretary of Education 
shall release all conditions and covenants 
that were imposed by the United States, and 
the reversionary interests that were retained 
by the United States, as part of the convey-
ance of a parcel of Federal surplus property 
located in Barrigada, Guam, consisting of ap-
proximately 314.28 acres and known as Naval 
Communications Area Master Station, 
WESTPAC, parcel IN, which was conveyed to 
the Guam Community College pursuant to— 

(1) the quitclaim deed dated June 8, 1990, 
conveying 61.45 acres, between the Secretary, 
acting through the Administrator for Man-
agement Services, and the Guam Community 
College, acting through its Board of Trust-
ees; and 

(2) the quitclaim deed dated June 8, 1990, 
conveying 252.83 acres, between the Sec-
retary, acting through the Administrator for 
Management Services, and the Guam Com-
munity College, acting through its Board of 
Trustees, and the Governor of Guam. 

(b) CONSIDERATION.—The Secretary shall 
execute the release of the conditions, cov-
enants, and reversionary interests under sub-
section (a) without consideration. 

(c) INSTRUMENT OF RELEASE.—The Sec-
retary shall execute and file in the appro-
priate office or offices a deed of release, 
amended deed, or other appropriate instru-
ment effectuating the release of the condi-
tions, covenants, and reversionary interests 
under subsection (a). 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING 

GOOD CHARACTER. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) the future of our Nation and world will 

be determined by the young people of today; 
(2) record levels of youth crime, violence, 

teenage pregnancy, and substance abuse in-
dicate a growing moral crisis in our society; 

(3) character development is the long-term 
process of helping young people to know, 
care about, and act upon such basic values as 
trustworthiness, respect for self and others, 
responsibility, fairness, compassion, and 
citizenship; 

(4) these values are universal, reaching 
across cultural and religious differences; 

(5) a recent poll found that 90 percent of 
Americans support the teaching of core 
moral and civic values; 

(6) parents will always be children’s pri-
mary character educators; 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:38 Oct 31, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00166 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 E:\1998SENATE\S09JY8.REC S09JY8m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7871 July 9, 1998 
(7) good moral character is developed best 

in the context of the family; 
(8) parents, community leaders, and school 

officials are establishing successful partner-
ships across the Nation to implement char-
acter education programs; 

(9) character education programs also ask 
parents, faculty, and staff to serve as role 
models of core values, to provide opportuni-
ties for young people to apply these values, 
and to establish high academic standards 
that challenge students to set high goals, 
work to achieve the goals, and persevere in 
spite of difficulty; 

(10) the development of virtue and moral 
character, those habits of mind, heart, and 
spirit that help young people to know, de-
sire, and do what is right, has historically 
been a primary mission of colleges and uni-
versities; and 

(11) the Congress encourages parents, fac-
ulty, and staff across the Nation to empha-
size character development in the home, in 
the community, in our schools, and in our 
colleges and universities. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that Congress should support and 
encourage character building initiatives in 
schools across America and urge colleges and 
universities to affirm that the development 
of character is one of the primary goals of 
higher education. 

On page 379, between lines 5 and 6, insert 
the following: 
‘‘SEC. 235. ACCOUNTABILITY FOR PROGRAMS 

THAT PREPARE TEACHERS. 
‘‘(a) INFORMATION COLLECTION AND PUBLICA-

TION.— 
‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.— 
‘‘(A) Within six months of the date of en-

actment, the Commissioner of the National 
Center for Education Statistics, in consulta-
tion with States and institutions of higher 
education, shall develop key definitions and 
uniform methods of calculation for terms re-
lated to the performance of elementary 
school and secondary school teacher prepara-
tion programs. 

‘‘(B) In complying with this section, the 
Secretary and State shall ensure that fair 
and equitable methods are used in reporting 
and that they protect the privacy of individ-
uals. 

‘‘(2) INFORMATION.— 
‘‘(A) STATE REPORT CARD ON THE QUALITY OF 

TEACHER PREPARATION.—States that receive 
funds under this Act shall provide to the 
Secretary, within two years of enactment of 
the Higher Education Amendments of 1998, 
and annually thereafter, in a uniform and 
comprehensible manner that conforms with 
the definitions and methods established in 
(a)(1), a state report card on the quality of 
teacher preparation, which shall include at 
least the following: 

‘‘(1) A description of the teacher certifi-
cation and licensure assessments, and any 
other certification and licensure require-
ments, used by each State. 

‘‘(2) The standards and criteria that pro-
spective teachers must meet in order to at-
tain initial teacher licensing or certification 
and to be licensed to teach particular sub-
jects or in particular grades within the 
State. 

‘‘(3) A description of the extent to which 
those assessments and requirements are 
aligned with the State’s standards and as-
sessments for students. 

‘‘(4) The percentage of teaching candidates 
who passed each of the assessments used by 
the State for licensure and certification, and 
the ‘‘cut score’’ on each assessment that de-
termines whether a candidate has passed 
that assessment. 

‘‘(5) The percentage of teaching candidates 
who passed each of the assessments used by 
the State for licensure and certification, 

disaggregated by the teacher preparation 
program in that State from which the teach-
er candidate received his or her most recent 
degree. States shall make these data avail-
able widely and publicly. 

‘‘(6) Information on the extent to which 
teachers in the State have been given waiv-
ers of State licensure or certification re-
quirements, including the proportion of such 
teachers distributed across high and low pov-
erty districts and across subject areas. 

‘‘(7) A description of each State’s alter-
native routes to teacher certification, if any, 
and the percentage of teachers certified 
through alternative certification routes who 
pass state licensing assessments. 

‘‘(8) For each State, a description of pro-
posed criteria for assessing the performance 
of teacher preparation programs within in-
stitutions of higher education, including but 
not limited to indicators of teacher can-
didate knowledge and skills as described in 
(b)(1)(A). 

‘‘(B) REPORT OF THE SECRETARY ON THE 
QUALITY OF TEACHER PREPARATION.—The Sec-
retary shall publish annually and make 
widely available a report card on teacher 
qualifications and preparation in the United 
States, including all the information re-
ported in (A)(1–8), beginning three years 
after enactment of the Higher Education 
Amendments of 1998. The Secretary shall re-
port to Congress a comparison of States’ ef-
forts to improve teaching quality. The Sec-
retary shall also report on the national mean 
and median scores on any standardized test 
that is used in more than one State for 
teacher licensure or certification. In the case 
of teacher preparation programs with fewer 
than 10 graduates taking any single initial 
teacher certification assessment during any 
administration of such assessment, the Sec-
retary shall collect and publish information 
with respect to an average pass rate on State 
certification or licensure assessments taken 
over 3 years. 

‘‘(C) INSTITUTIONAL REPORT CARDS ON THE 
QUALITY OF TEACHER PREPARATION.—Each in-
stitution of higher education that conducts a 
teacher preparation program that enrolls 
students receiving federal assistance shall, 
not later than two years after the enactment 
of the Higher Education Amendments of 1998, 
and annually thereafter, report, in a uniform 
and comprehensible manner, the following 
information to the State, and the general 
public, including through publications such 
as course catalogues and promotional mate-
rials sent to potential applicants, high 
school guidance counselors, and prospective 
employers of its program graduates, in a 
manner that conforms with the definitions 
and methods established under (a)(1): 

‘‘(1) For the most recent year for which the 
information is available, the passing rate of 
its graduates on the teacher certification 
and licensure assessments of the state in 
which it is located, but only for those stu-
dents who took those assessments within 
three years of completing the program. A 
comparison of the program’s pass rate with 
the state average pass rate shall be included 
as well. In the case of teacher preparation 
programs with fewer than 10 graduates tak-
ing any single initial teacher certification 
assessment during any administration of 
such assessment, the institution shall collect 
and publish information with respect to an 
average pass rate on State certification or li-
censure assessments taken over 3 years. 

‘‘(2) The number of students in the pro-
gram, the average number of hours of super-
vised practice teaching required for those in 
the program, and the faculty-student ratio 
in supervised practice teaching. 

‘‘(3) In States that approve or accredit 
teacher education programs, a statement of 
whether the institution’s program is so ap-
proved or accredited. 

‘‘(4) Whether the program has been des-
ignated as low performing by the State 
under (b)(1)(B). 
In addition to the actions authorized in S. 
487(c), the Secretary may impose a fine not 
to exceed $25,000 on a teacher preparation 
program for failure to provide the informa-
tion described in (a)(2)(B) in a timely or ac-
curate manner. 

‘‘(b) ACCOUNTABILITY.— 
‘‘(1) States receiving funding under this 

Act, shall develop and implement, no later 
than three years after enactment of the 
Higher Education Amendments of 1998, the 
following teacher preparation program ac-
countability measures and publish the meas-
ures publicly and widely: 

‘‘(A) A description of state criteria for 
identifying low-performing teacher prepara-
tion programs which may include a baseline 
pass rate on state licensing assessments and 
other indicators of teacher candidate knowl-
edge and skill. States that do not employ as-
sessments as part of their criteria for licens-
ing or certification are not required to meet 
this criterion until such time as the State 
initiates the use of such assessments. 

‘‘(B) Procedures for identifying low per-
forming teacher preparation programs based 
on the criteria developed by the state as re-
quired by (b)(1)(A), and publish a list of those 
programs. 

‘‘(C) States that have, prior to enactment, 
already conformed with (b)(1)(A–B), need not 
change their procedures, unless the State 
chooses to do so. 

‘‘(2) Not later than four years after enact-
ment of the Higher Education Amendments 
of 1998, any teacher preparation programs for 
which the State has withdrawn its approval 
or terminated its financial support due to 
the low performance of its teacher prepara-
tion program based on procedures described 
in (b)(1). 

‘‘(1) shall be ineligible for any funding for 
professional development activities awarded 
by the Department of Education; and 

‘‘(2) shall not be permitted to accept or en-
roll any student that receives aid under title 
IV of this Act in its teacher preparation pro-
gram. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. This amendment 
contains items that have been agreed 
to on both sides, and I ask for its im-
mediate adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
is no objection, the amendment is 
agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 3120) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that no additional 
amendments be in order and that fur-
ther action be as described in the order 
of June 25. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The committee substitute, as modi-
fied, as amended, was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading and was read the 
third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report H.R. 6. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 6) to extend the authorization 

of programs under the Higher Education Act 
of 1965, and for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, all after the enact-
ing clause of H.R. 6 is stricken and the 
text of S. 1882, as amended, is inserted 
in lieu thereof. 

The question is on the third reading 
of the bill. 

The bill (H.R. 6), as amended, was or-
dered to a third reading and was read 
the third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Shall the bill pass? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON) 
and the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
KYL) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN) is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 96, 
nays 1, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 195 Leg.] 

YEAS—96 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Coats 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
D’Amato 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Enzi 
Faircloth 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Ford 
Frist 
Glenn 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kempthorne 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 

Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moseley-Braun 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—1 

Helms 

NOT VOTING—3 

Hutchison Kyl Moynihan 

The bill (H.R. 6), as amended, was 
passed. 

(The text of the bill (H.R. 6) will be 
printed in a future edition of the 
RECORD.) 

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I commend 

the managers of this legislation. This 

is very important legislation. We need-
ed to get it done so that they would 
have time to go to conference and get 
it completed without any doubt before 
this session ends. Students all across 
America depend on it. As a former em-
ployee in a placement and financial aid 
office at a university, I know how im-
portant these loan and grant programs 
and work study programs are. I thank 
Senator JEFFORDS, the chairman, and 
Senator KENNEDY for staying with it 
today to get this bill completed. 

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. President, I am extremely 

pleased that the Senate has completed 
action on S. 1882. It is a good day for 
the Senate and a good day for Amer-
ica’s students and their families. 

The prompt action on this measure 
today would not have been possible 
without the concerted effort of Mem-
bers of the Senate—particularly those 
serving on the Labor and Human Re-
sources Committee—and their staffs 
over the past 18 months. 

Each and every member of the Com-
mittee made a positive contribution to 
the development and refinement of this 
measure. I very much value the time, 
effort, and commitment they have 
brought to this task. 

I would also like to extend my sin-
cerest thanks to the many staff people 
who sacrificed their evenings and 
weekends to further this cause. 

I would like particularly to recognize 
the efforts of Townsend Lange with 
Senator COATS, Marianna Pierce, Jane 
Oates, and Jennifer Kron with Senator 
KENNEDY, and Suzanne Day and Megan 
Murray with Senator DODD. These indi-
viduals—along with my own staff mem-
bers Scott Giles, Susan Hattan, Cory 
Heyman, Pamela Moran, and Jenny 
Smulson—went ‘‘above and beyond’’ in 
terms of their diligent work on each 
and every aspect of this measure. 

I would like also to recognize and 
thank the staff of other members of the 
committee—all of whom have shown 
great dedication to this cause: 

Jackie Cooney with Senator GREGG; 
Lori Meyer with Senator FRIST; 
John Connelly with Senator DEWINE; 
Chad Calvert with Senator ENZI; 
Jenny Saunders with Senator HUTCH-

INSON; 
Julian Haynes with Senator COLLINS; 
Angie Stewart with Senator WARNER; 
Robin Bowe and Holly Hacker with 

Senator MCCONNELL; 
Bev Schroeder with Senator HARKIN; 
Deborah Connelly with Senator MIKUL-

SKI; 
Alexander Russo and Rena Subonik 

with Senator BINGAMAN; 
Roger Wolfson and Robin Burkhe with 

Senator WELLSTONE; 
Mike Egan with Seantor MURRAY; 
Elyse Wasch with Senator REED. 

I also want to acknowledge the ex-
traordinary assistance offered by Debb 
Kalcevik, Robin Seiler, Josh O’Harra, 
and Justin Latus with the Congres-
sional Budget Office, Mark Sigurski 
with Senate Legislative Counsel, and 
Margot Schenet, Jim Steadman, and 

Barbara Miles, with the Congressional 
Research Service. 

This process has been a collaborative 
and bipartisan one every step of the 
way. It has produced a measure of 
which we can all be proud. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I want 

to take a moment of the Senate’s time 
to, first, congratulate Senator JEF-
FORDS and his staff and thank my staff 
and a number of our colleagues. This is 
an enormously important piece of leg-
islation. 

I didn’t really have a chance in the 
final moments to indicate the impor-
tance and significance of this legisla-
tion, but to the parents of this country 
who may be following this discussion 
this evening, as a result of this legisla-
tion, the students who will be attend-
ing colleges after its implementation, 
which will be later in this year, will be 
saving anywhere from $650 to $3,200 
over the course of a loan. The bill also 
provides for loan forgiveness for teach-
ers, some $8,000 for highly qualified 
teachers who will teach in low-income 
communities. 

It has very, very important quality 
teaching training programs. This was a 
high priority of the chairman. A great 
deal of time was taken on it. We have 
scarce resources, but the resources 
that were available were really tar-
geted to strengthening the teaching 
and the training of teachers. As the de-
bate indicated, I believe there are 
strong evaluation programs in the bill, 
and they are very, very significant. 

This bill increases the Pell grant to 
some $5,000. Then it continues along 
with some important initiatives for 
students with disabilities, campus- 
based child care, distance education, 
and a range of other kinds of initia-
tives, building on a very solid record. 

The fact that we were able to get this 
legislation through in one day is a 
clear indication of the very, very 
strong bipartisan support, and I think 
the vote is a real tribute to the chair-
man and his leadership and to the 
other members of the Human Re-
sources Committee. 

I thank my staff: Marianna Pierce 
who has been working on this legisla-
tion for many, many months, over a 
year; Jennifer Kron; Jane Oates; 
former fellows Gloria Corral, Maria 
McGarrity, Eileen O’Leary and 
Danielle Ripich. 

I also thank Deborah Kalcevik from 
CBO and Margot Schenet, Jim Sted-
man and Barbara Miles at CRS; Mark 
Sigurski from the Office of Legislative 
Counsel, as well as on my staff, Mi-
chael Myers. 

I in particular thank Senator JEF-
FORDS and his staff. I know he has men-
tioned them. 

I thank Senator COATS who was very 
much involved in this legislation, and 
his staff, Townsend Lange. 

From my friend and colleague from 
Connecticut, Senator DODD: Suzanne 
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Day, Megan Murray, MaryEllen 
McGuire. They were all invaluable, as 
was the Senator, in working very effec-
tively during the course of the whole 
day on this legislation. 

I thank TOM HARKIN for his initia-
tives, PAUL WELLSTONE, JEFF BINGA-
MAN, all who were very much involved 
in the debate; PATTY MURRAY, BAR-
BARA MIKULSKI and other members of 
the committee who were active and in-
volved today; JACK REED who follows in 
a very long and distinguished tradition 
on the Education Committee in the 
great traditions of our dear friend Clai-
borne Pell, who was chairman of the 
Education Committee and made monu-
mental contributions to the education 
of young people across this country. 

To all of them, I am enormously 
grateful. I yield the floor. 

Mr. DODD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, very brief-

ly, I see my colleague from Ohio here, 
I want to add my voice to those who 
have spoken in praise of Senator JEF-
FORDS, the chairman of the committee, 
his staff, and the wonderful job they 
did in leading this piece of legislation 
and working with Senator KENNEDY as 
the leading Democrat on our side. 

What we witnessed today is a won-
derful example of how the legislative 
process ought to work. It is hard to 
imagine taking on a piece of legisla-
tion that has a 5-year lifespan to it, a 
higher education bill that affects so 
many millions of Americans. We did 
this in one day in large measure be-
cause the committee worked very 
closely together, Mr. President. A lot 
of work went into trying to resolve 
issues as a committee. There were a 
couple we couldn’t, so we left those to 
our colleagues, which is the way it 
should be here when you can’t come to 
a final resolution. 

That shows remarkable leadership on 
the part of the chairman and the rank-
ing Democrat, that they can take a bill 
as complicated and as comprehensive 
as this, one as long in duration as this 
and bring it to the floor and, in the 
space of virtually 12 hours, provide the 
kind of unanimous—it may have been 
unanimous, I don’t know what the vote 
was here—almost unanimous vote in 
support of the Higher Education Act 
for our Nation. 

I want others to know that this is a 
good example of how we ought to work 
here. I hope others will heed this exam-
ple. 

For DAN COATS, who is not on the 
floor this evening, our colleague from 
Indiana, this will be the last higher 
education bill he will be involved in, as 
he made the decision to leave the U.S. 
Senate at the end of his term. Cer-
tainly, there will be other bills between 
now and when the session ends. I am 
certain Senator COATS feels a sense of 
pride, as he should, having played a 
major role in the last higher education 
bill he will be involved in in the U.S. 
Senate. I commend him for his efforts. 

Let me join in commending staff: 
Mark Powden for his fine work, Susan 
Hattan, Scott Giles, Jenny Smulson, 
Corey Heyman. 

Senator KENNEDY’s staff: Marianna 
Pierce did a wonderful job on the 
Democratic side working on this and 
keeping us well informed and trying to 
work out amendments during the com-
mittee process and on the floor. 

f 

PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS— 
MOTION TO PROCEED 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now 
turn to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 459, S. 2271, regarding private prop-
erty rights. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ob-
ject. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, in light of 

the objection, I now move to proceed to 
S. 2271 and send a cloture motion to 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 
We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-

ance with the provision of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to the private property 
rights legislation: 

Trent Lott, Orrin Hatch, Jon Kyl, Chuck 
Hagel, Tim Hutchinson, Rod Grams, 
Pat Roberts, Pete Domenici, Dan 
Coats, Michael B. Enzi, Larry E. Craig, 
Craig Thomas, John Ashcroft, Frank 
Murkowski, Don Nickles, and Dirk 
Kempthorne. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of all Senators, this cloture 
vote will occur on Monday, July 13, at 
5:45 p.m. 

I propound the request that the man-
datory quorum under rule XXII be 
waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. I now withdraw the mo-
tion to proceed. I yield the floor, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks time? 

Mr. DEWINE addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to proceed for the next 30 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMERICA’S STRATEGY AGAINST 
ILLEGAL DRUGS 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise to-
night to make some comments about 
America’s strategy in the long and vi-
tally important struggle we are waging 
against illegal drugs. When it comes to 
ensuring a bright future for our chil-
dren, there are very few things we can 
do that are more important than pro-
tecting them from drugs. 

Earlier today, President Clinton and 
Speaker of the House GINGRICH un-
veiled a major billion-dollar adver-
tising campaign, a campaign approved 
by this Congress to reach our children 
with a hard-hitting message about the 
dangers of drugs. Mr. President, in my 
view, this is a very worthwhile project; 
it is something that we should do; it is 
something that I believe will in fact 
make a difference. It comes not a mo-
ment too soon. 

Advertising is important in virtually 
every sector of our society. Those of us 
who run for public office use TV and 
radio; products are sold every day. I 
think the evidence is clear that we can 
reach our young people; we can reach 
everyone through very effective anti-
drug advertising. 

Mr. President, investing in antidrug 
education campaigns is important, but 
education is just one of the key compo-
nents. It must be part of a balanced 
overall strategy if we are to truly fight 
drug abuse. To succeed, we have to rely 
on more than just creative minds on 
Madison Avenue. We need the help of 
teachers, doctors, parents, and many 
more, to help reduce demand through 
education and through treatment. We 
need the help of law enforcement offi-
cers, we need the help of prosecutors, 
judges, to arrest and then send drug 
pushers to prison. And we need drug en-
forcement agents, Coast Guard crews, 
and even members of our military to 
seize drugs at the source or in transit 
before they come into our country. It 
takes all these individuals, and so 
many more, to wage a comprehensive— 
to wage a balanced, effective war on 
drugs. History proves the fight against 
drugs is only successful when it is bal-
anced and when it is in fact com-
prehensive. 

Mr. President, sadly—sadly—our 
overall drug strategy today is neither 
balanced nor comprehensive. Our drug 
strategy today is imbalanced because 
of a lack of commitment for the inter-
national and for the interdiction com-
ponents of the antidrug effort. Let me 
repeat, I believe that we are not mak-
ing enough effort in the international 
area and in the interdiction compo-
nents of the antidrug effort. 

Now, what do I mean by the interdic-
tion component? What do I mean by 
the international component? Let me 
define ‘‘international effort,’’ what I 
mean by that, and what I mean by 
‘‘interdiction efforts.’’ 

International efforts include any di-
rect assistance, resources and training 
the United States provides to foreign 
countries specifically for counter-
narcotics matters. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:38 Oct 31, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00169 Fmt 4637 Sfmt 0634 E:\1998SENATE\S09JY8.REC S09JY8m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y


		Superintendent of Documents
	2015-06-02T11:10:41-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




